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WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  23,  1994 

U.S.  Senate, 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs, 

Subcommittee  on  Housing  and  Urban  Affatcs, 

Washington,  DC. 
The  Subcommittee  met  in  room  538,  of  the  Dirksen  Senate  Office 
Building  at  10:15  a.m.,  Senator  Paul  S.  Sarbanes,  presiding. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  PAUL  S.  SARBANES 

Senator  Sarbanes.  The  Subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

Welcome,  everyone,  to  this  hearing  on  the  proposed  1995  Federal 
Transit  Administration's  Budget  and  the  impact  it  will  have  on 
transit  authorities  and  communities  across  the  country. 

This  hearing,  in  a  sense,  follows  up  on  the  one  we  held  last 
Spring  which  focused  on  transit  needs  and  benefits.  At  that  time 
we  heard  testimony  on  the  implementation  of  the  Intermodal  Sur- 
face Transportation  Act,  ISTEA,  1  year  after  its  enactment  and  we 
explored  transit's  contribution  to  the  environment,  the  economy, 
the  liveability  of  our  communities,  and  defense  conversion  and 
technology  advancement  programs. 

Today,  we  want  to  focus  on  the  issues  raised  by  the  President's 
budget  submitted  to  the  Congress.  The  budget  is  4  percent  larger 
than  the  1994  FTA  appropriation.  However,  it  encompasses  signifi- 
cant reductions  in  operating  assistance  in  section  3  New  Start  Pro- 
grams while  increasing  resources  with  respect  to  capital  budgets. 

We  obviously  like  to  see  an  increase  in  funding  for  transit.  I 
think  it  is  an  undernourished  activity,  very  frankly,  but  until  the 
programs  authorized  by  ISTEA  reach  full  funding  levels,  we  have 
to  be  very  concerned  about  a  balanced  apportionment  of  resources 
between  capital  and  operating  programs. 

There  was  a  rumor,  actually,  toward  the  end  of  last  year  that  op- 
erating assistance  would  be  totally  eliminated.  Confronted  with 
such  a  drastic  rumor — I  was  going  to  say  "proposal"  but  I  am  not 
quite  sure  what  status  it  reached — I  wrote  to  the  President  in  De- 
cember and  followed  that  up  with  a  personal  conversation  with  him 
about  the  importance  of  mass  transit.  In  the  end,  of  course,  operat- 
ing assistance  was  not  eliminated,  but  there  is  a  25  percent  cut  in 
the  budget  submitted  by  the  Administration. 

We  are  trying  to  adaress  that  in  the  Congress  here  and  in  the 
Budget  Committee,  from  which  we  have  just  reported  out  our 
Budget  Resolution  and  hopefully  through  the  appropriations  proc- 
ess. 

(1) 


We  are  going  to  have  today  two  very  good  panels. 

We  are  pleased,  of  course,  that  we  are  going  to  lead  off  with  the 
Administrator  of  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  who  moved 
into  FTA  in  a  very  positive  and  forthright  way,  and  we  are  very 
pleased  to  see  that. 

Gordon  Linton  has  had  an  abundant  background  in  public  policy 
and  transportation.  He  was,  in  a  sense,  "Mr.  Transportation"  in  his 
State  of  Pennsylvania  in  the  Pennsylvania  Legislature.  He  was  a 
member  of  SEPTA,  a  director  for  the  South  Eastern  Pennsylvania 
Transportation  Authority. 

He  obviously  has  great  knowledge  and  understanding  of  transit 
programs  and  issues.  I  do  think  he  nas  done  fine  work  since  he  has 
been  in  the  job,  including  the  work  they  moved  very  quickly  to  do 
at  the  time  of  the  Los  Angeles  earthquakes.  A  rather  dramatic 
demonstration  of  the  importance  and  the  advantages  of  mass 
transportaion,  although  I  gather  they  are  lapsing  back  into  their 
old  ways  out  there,  or  so  they  tell  me,  and  you  might  want  to  touch 
on  that,  Mr.  Administrator. 

We  are  very  pleased  to  have  you  before  us  today.  Of  course,  we 
will  follow  the  Administrator  with  a  panel,  a  very  balanced  panel. 

We  have  the  Administrator  of  the  Maryland  Mass  Transit  Ad- 
ministration, the  Director  of  the  Transportation  Division  of  the 
Missouri  Highway  and  Transportation  Department,  the  General 
Manager  of  the  Metropolitan  Atlanta  Rapid  Transit  Authority,  and 
James  La  Sala,  the  International  President  of  the  Amalgamated 
Transit  Union. 

With  that  by  way  of  openings,  and  my  apologies — I  got  held  up 
in  the  Capitol  at  a  meeting  this  morning  and  could  not  get  over 
here  earlier,  but  we  would  now  be  happy  to  hear  from  you.  Please 
go  ahead. 

STATEMENT  OF  GORDON  J.  LINTON,  ADMINISTRATOR,  FED- 
ERAL TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION,  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANS- 
PORTATION, WASHINGTON,  DC;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  ROBERT 
McMANN,  ASSOCIATE  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR  GRANTS  MAN- 
AGEMENT 

Mr.  Linton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I'm  happy  once  again  to  appear  before  you  and  your  Committee. 
I  also  have  with  me  several  members  of  my  staff.  If,  in  fact,  there 
are  some  questions  or  additional  information  that  you  may  need 
during  the  course  of  this  hearing,  my  staff  is  prepared  to  join  me 
if  any  of  those  questions  are  ones  that  I  need  additional  informa- 
tion for. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Why  don't  you  take  a  moment  and  introduce 
them.  We'll  bring  them  out  of  the  shadows  an  anonymity. 

[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Linton.  The  room  is  probably  full,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  might 
be  here  all  day. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Oh,  well,  all  right.  I  didn't  know  you  brought 
everybody. 

Mr.  Linton.  No,  we  didn't  bring  everybody.  You've  seen  my 
FTE's. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know,  I  am  Gordon  Linton,  Administrator 
of  the  Federal  Transit  Administration.  I  am  very  happy  to  appear 


before  you  today  to  discuss  the  President's  fiscal  year  budget  for 
1995,  as  it  relates  to  transit. 

At  the  outset,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  note  that  we  are  seeing  in- 
creasing recognition  of  the  key  role  the  Federal  Transit  Program 
plays  in  transportation  policies,  and  we  believe  much  of  this  de- 
rives from  the  landmark  1991  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  that  we're  now  proudly  implementing. 

We  appreciate  the  major  role,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  you  and  all 
the  Members  of  this  Committee  played  in  drafting  the  transit  por- 
tions of  ISTEA,  and  we  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  the 
other  Members  of  your  Committee  as  we  continue  to  implement  its 
provisions. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  I  recollect  that  we  were  doing  the  mass  tran- 
sit part  of  the  conference  report  at  3  o'clock  in  the  morning.  I  recall 
that  very  well. 

Mr.  Linton.  Unfortunately,  I've  had  some  prior  experiences 
where  I  remember  those  3  o'clock  in  the  morning  meetings  as  well, 
so  I  can  relate  to  that. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Well,  if  you're  awake,  you  can  get  a  lot  done 
at  that  time. 

[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Linton.  And  also  other  people  are  asleep  and  you  can  get 
a  lot  done. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  That's  right.  It  helps  a  lot  if  the  others  are 

asleep. 

Mr.  Linton.  The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposal  is  the  third 
budget  submitted  to  Congress  since  the  enactment  of  ISTEA.  We're 
pleased  to  report  that  it  represents  the  largest  transit  budget  ever 
proposed  to  Congress,  $4.8  billion. 

Under  the  President's  budget  request,  each  transit  system  in  the 
country  will  receive  more  Federal  money  than  it  did  last  year. 

We  have  fulfilled  our  promise  to  fully  fund  our  formula  grants 
at  the  ISTEA  authorized  level,  and  are  requesting  an  increase  of 
19  percent  in  Federal  formula  funds  over  last  year  for  a  total  of 
$2.9  billion.  These  funds  are  used  by  communities  largely  to  main- 
tain or  expand  existing  bus  and  rail  systems,  and  to  help  comply 
with  the  Clean  Air  Act,  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act,  and 
other  statutory  requirements. 

In  our  letter,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  asked  us  to  address  four  facets 
of  the  Federal  Transit  Program:  Operating  Assistance,  New  Starts, 
Transit's  Role  in  Community  Development,  and  our  Proposals  to 
Enhance  Transit's  Role  in  Our  Communities.  I  will  address  each  of 
those  issues  in  turn. 

While  we  are  requesting  the  largest  budget  in  the  history  of  the 
transit  program,  much  attention  has  been  focused  on  the  proposed 
$202  million  reduction  in  operating  assistance  from  $802  million  to 
$600  million.  In  trying  to  meet  the  spending  targets  for  fiscal  year 
1995,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  had  to  make  some  very  tough  choices.  In 
short,  we  are  proposing  to  put  more  of  the  Federal  dollars  into  cap- 
ital investment  because  we  think  it's  a  more  strategic  investment. 

At  present,  the  average  age  of  the  American  transit  bus  fleet  is 
8.2  years,  when  it  should  be  no  more  than  6  years.  Similarly,  the 
average  of  our  rail  rolling  stock  is  17  years  when  it  should  be  12 
years.  While  the  average  age  of  both  fleets  has  risen  in  the  past 


few  years,  clearly  additional  capital  investment  in  transit  is  still 
needed.  Newer  vehicles  are  more  efficient  in  several  ways.  They  re- 
duce maintenance  costs,  consume  less  fuel,  and  present  a  more  at- 
tractive transportation  alternative,  thereby  attracting  riders. 

I  know  that  it  will  not  be  easy  for  our  transit  authorities  to  ad- 
just to  a  reduction  in  Federal  operating  assistance,  but  the  current 
economic  climate  presents  a  real  opportunity  to  do  so  with  less  dis- 
ruption. Interest  rates  are  down,  allowing  transit  authorities  to  re- 
finance their  debt  at  significant  savings,  inflation  is  down,  and  fuel 
prices  are  relatively  low.  With  the  economy  growing,  transit  reve- 
nues should  increase. 

New  Starts — Our  first  priority,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  to  fully  fund 
the  Formula  Grants  Program.  Not  only  does  every  area  of  the  coun- 
try receive  a  pro  rata  share  of  such  programs,  but  formula  funds 
may  be  used  for  a  great  variety  of  activities,  and  grantees  are  free 
to  decide  how  to  use  those  funds,  for  bus,  for  rail,  or  other  capital 
facilities. 

Consistent  with  our  policy  to  emphasize  rehabilitation,  we  pro- 
pose funding  the  Fixed  Guideway  Modernization  and  Bus  cat- 
egories at  about  the  fiscal  year  1994  levels.  The  $400  million  re- 
maining for  New  Starts,  while  a  reduction  from  fiscal  year  1994, 
will  allow  us  to  meet  all  five  of  our  current  commitments  under 
Full  Funding  Grant  Agreements.  We  will  continue  to  work  with 
other  transit  authorities  that  have  projects  in  the  pipeline  to  move 
them  toward  Full  Funding  Grant  Agreements. 

There  are  other  capital  resources  as  well,  Mr.  Chairman.  From 
the  perspective  of  the  transit  program,  undoubtedly  the  most  sig- 
nificant and  innovative  change  mandated  by  ISTEA  is  what  we  call 
the  "flexible  funding"  provision,  the  portions  of  the  Federal  High- 
way and  Transit  Programs  that  have  been  freed  up  to  allow 
decisionmakers  at  the  State  or  local  level  to  decide  for  themselves 
whether  to  allocate  the  funds  to  highway  or  transit  projects. 

This  flexibility  at  the  local  level  has  oegun  to  change  profoundly 
the  way  in  which  transportation  decisions  are  made  across  the 
country.  As  State  and  local  officials  attempt  to  balance  the  compet- 
ing needs  and  demands  of  clean  air,  congestion  mitigation,  the 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act,  and  the  comprehensive  Energy 
Policy  Act  of  1992,  the  flexible  funding  provisions  provide  resources 
to  stimulate  transportation  solutions,  not  just  highway  or  transit 
projects. 

Specifically,  Congress,  in  ISTEA,  provides  a  potential  $70  billion 
in  flexible  funding  over  6  years  for  transit  or  highway  projects.  We 
note,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  in  fiscal  year  1992,  approximately  $300 
million  was  transferred  for  transit  use.  In  fiscal  year  1993,  approxi- 
mately $470  million  has  been  transferred,  and  approximately  $200 
million  has  been  transferred  this  year.  And  we  would  think  at  this 
rate,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  approximately  $500  million  would  have 
been  transferred  at  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year.  In  total,  this  rep- 
resents close  to  $1  billion  to  date  in  additional  capital  funds  for  the 
transit  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  also  asked  the  importance  of  transit  to  com- 
munities and  how  the  Administration  intends  to  address  those 
needs.  These  questions  are  considered  in  detail  in  our  report  sub- 
mitted to  Congress  last  year  on  'The  Status  of  the  Nation's  High- 


ways,  Bridges  and  Transit:  Conditions  and  Performance."  We  will 
be  submitting  this  year's  report  in  June. 

This  report  empnasizes  that  increases  in  highway  capacity  can- 
not keep  pace  with  the  increase  in  travel  demand,  especially  in  the 
urban  areas.  In  fact,  FHWA  reports  that  83,000  lane-miles  of 
urban  highway  capacity  cannot  be  built  over  the  next  20  years  be- 
cause of  various  constraints  on  new  highway  construction. 

Well-chosen  transportation  investments  can  play  a  major  role  in 
meeting  a  portion  of  the  627  billion  passenger  miles  in  annual 
unmet  travel  demand.  The  increased  capital  investment  in  mass 
transit  reflected  in  this  budget  lays  the  foundation  for  meeting  that 
challenge. 

FTA  strives  to  harmonize  transportation  investment  and  envi- 
ronmental concerns.  The  percentage  of  urban  interstate  travel  that 
is  congested  during  the  daily  peak  hour  increased  from  55.4  per- 
cent in  1983  to  70.2  percent  in  1991.  Congestion  in  the  Nation's  50 
largest  urban  areas  now  costs  more  than  $39  billion  annually  in 
lost  productivity  and  fuel  costs. 

Over  the  next  20  years,  we  must  improve  public  transportation 
if  we  are  to  meet  the  travel  needs  of  all  Americans,  particularly 
those  residing  and  working  in  congested  areas.  Research  on  travel 
needs  shows  that  we  cannot  meet  these  needs  solely  by  building 
roads.  In  congested  travel  corridors,  we  must  make  transit  a  more 
effective  alternative  to  driving  a  car.  This  means,  in  essence,  in- 
creased capital  investment. 

By  increasing  the  amount  of  Federal  capital  assistance,  transit 
agencies  will  be  able  to  modernize  their  equipment,  provide  more 
dependable  transit  service  by  replacing  older  vehicles  more  quickly, 
and  operate  more  efficiently  by  making  timely  repairs  to  older  fa- 
cilities and  equipment. 

Not  only  is  an  increase  in  capital  assistance  needed  for  cities,  it 
is  also  critical  for  the  environment.  Modern  buses  are  manufac- 
tured to  meet  the  newer,  stricter  clean  air  standards,  another  top 
priority  with  the  President,  the  Congress,  and  the  Nation. 

And  increased  capital  assistance  is  necessary  for  the  transit 
rider,  our  customers.  For  transit  agencies  to  provide  service  to  per- 
sons with  disabilities,  a  transit  agency  needs  accessible  buses,  sta- 
tions, and  rail  cars,  which  once  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  means  cap- 
ital expenditures.  Moreover,  new  stations,  buses,  and  rail  cars  are 
likely  to  attract  new  riders,  new  customers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  also  asked  what  specific  proposals  would  we 
suggest  to  ensure  that  transit  is  an  integral  part  of  community  and 
economic  development. 

You  made  reference,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  earthquake  in  Los  An- 
geles. The  earthquake  in  Los  Angeles  dramatically  illustrated  to 
me,  the  Secretary,  and  I'm  sure  the  Nation,  how  critical  a  role 
transit  can  play.  Overnight,  ridership  on  the  Metrolink  commuter 
rail  increased  from  13,000  riders  to  33,000  riders  per  day.  This  viv- 
idly illustrates  the  importance  of  transit  and  highlights  the  inher- 
ent shortcomings  of  a  region  relying  exclusively  on  a  single  mode 
of  transportation. 

Our  budget  request  for  1995  proposes  a  new  livable  communities 
initiative  to  be  funded  within  section  3  Discretionary  Grants  Pro- 
grams. For  those  who  lack  access  to  an  automobile,  are  unable  to 
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drive,  or  simply  do  not  want  to  drive,  options  become  more  limited 
every  day.  Americans  are  now  making  more  auto  trips  per  day 
than  ever  before  and  the  trips  we're  making  are  increasingly 
longer. 

In  part,  this  phenomenon  is  due  to  the  way  we  design  our  cities 
and  suburbs.  Regional  shopping  malls  are  surrounded  and  isolated 
by  acres  of  parking,  typically  do  not  have  transit  service,  and  lack 
sidewalks  to  adjacent  housing  and  to  roadways  where  transit  might 
be  available.  Further,  other  shopping,  health  care  facilities,  and  so- 
cial services  tend  to  locate  along  highway  arterial  that  lack  access 
for  modes  other  than  automobiles. 

Such  design,  oriented  only  around  the  automobile,  whether  con- 
scious or  not,  discourages  access  by  bicyclists,  pedestrians,  and 
transit  users.  However,  design  concepts  exist  that  can  accommo- 
date several  transportation  alternatives.  Communities  that  are  de- 
signed with  a  mix  of  employment,  housing,  and  retail  nearby,  as 
well  as  within  walking  distance  of  transit  stops,  can  increase  the 
number  of  trips  made  by  mass  transit,  bicycles,  and  walking,  there- 
by decreasing  our  dependency  on  single  occupant  automobile. 

Such  modal  shifts  can  decrease  congestion,  reduce  air  and  noise 
pollution,  and  improve  the  general  mobility  of  our  population.  Lo- 
cating housing  near  transit  can  decrease  the  need  for  second  or 
third  vehicles. 

We're,  therefore,  proposing  to  use  $30  million  as  supplemental 
funding  for  transit  projects  that  fully  involve  the  neighborhood, 
provide  access  to  such  services  as  daycare  facilities  and  conven- 
ience stores  at  the  transit  facilities,  and  encourage  mixed  use  of 
neighborhoods  that  include  residential,  commercial,  and  office 
space.  In  short,  the  Livable  Communities  Initiative  is  designed  to 
encourage  land  use,  urban  design,  and  planning  that  embraces 
transit  use. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  conclude  by  emphasizing  that  the  Clinton 
Administration  is  a  strong  supporter  of  mass  transit  as  a  vital  com- 
ponent of  our  Nation's  infrastructure,  and  the  President's  budget, 
which  we're  discussing  today,  amply  demonstrates  that. 

We  all  recognize  that  we  face  tough  decisions.  Budget  constraints 
force  us  to  make  tough  decisions  on  operating  assistance.  This  is 
a  difficult  time  of  our  Nation,  and  all  of  us  have  been  asked  to 
make  sacrifices.  Short-term  sacrifices  that,  in  the  long  term,  will 
make  us  a  stronger  Nation.  Sacrifices  that  help  to  reduce,  the  defi- 
cit that's  choking  our  Nation  and  our  ability  to  respond  to  the 
needs  of  our  customers,  the  American  citizen. 

We  have  asked  transit  agencies  to  join  us  in  the  effort  by  making 
a  small  sacrifice  in  operating  assistance  and  restructuring  their 
budgets  to  accommodate  a  large  investment  in  capital  assistance. 

We're  asking  them  to  do  this  at  a  time  when  fuel  costs  have 
dropped,  inflation  is  low,  and  the  cost  of  debt  service  is  down,  and 
the  economy  is  picking  up.  Agencies  can  best  restructure  their 
budgets  now  by  offsetting  operating  assistance  with  the  major  cap- 
ital increase  we  have  proposed,  permitting  America  to  rebuild  its 
transportation  infrastructure  for  the  next  century  and  making 
transit  an  attractive  alternative  to  our  congested  highways. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  formal  written  presentation.  I 
stand  ready,  as  always,  to  work  with  you  and  with  the  Members 


of  your  Committee  as  partners  in  this  process.  And,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  also  stand,  ready  and  willing  to  answer  any  questions  that  you 
may  have. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Administrator. 

First  let  me  ask  you  this  question.  If  you  fully  funded  what  was 
authorized  by  ISTEA  in  the  mass  transit  area,  how  much  would 
that  be?  Would  it  be,  I  have  $5,125,000,000.  Would  that  be  correct? 

Mr.  Linton.  That's  probably  correct,  Mr.  Chairman. 

What  we  have  fully  fundecf  is  the  formula  grants.  That  does  not 
reflect  the  full  funding  of  all  elements  of  the  ISTEA. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  But  if  we  were  fully  implementing  the  plan 
laid  out  in  ISTEA  in  the  authorizing  legislation,  you'd  need  a  budg- 
et of  $5,125,000,000,  correct? 

Mr.  Linton.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Now,  how  much  of  that  budget  would  be  sec- 
tion 9  Operating  Assistance? 

If  this  is  a  fully  funded  program,  fully  funded  at  the  authorized 
levels,  how  much  of  that  would  be  for  operating  assistance? 

Mr.  Linton.  $802  million. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  That  was  last  year's  appropriation.  Did  you 
fund  it  at  the  fully  authorized  level  last  year?  I  don't  think  so.  I 
have  a  figure  of  $1.1  billion.  Would  that  be  correct? 

Mr.  Linton.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  ask  Bob  McManus,  who  is  the 
Associate  Administrator  for  Grants  Management,  to  join  us  at  the 
table. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  By  all  means.  I  want  to  try  to  develop  this. 

Mr.  McManus.  That's  correct.  The  legislation 

Senator  Sarbanes.  If  we  were  implementing  the  plan  laid  out  in 
the  authorizing  legislation  fully — I  understand  the  budget  situation 
in  which  we  find  ourselves  and  that  appropriations  usually  fall 
short  of  authorizations  in  any  event — but  there  was  a  scheme  sort 
of  set  out  there,  a  scheme  in  the  best  sense  of  the  word,  I  mean, 
a  plan,  and  so  of  the  $5,125  billion  that  was  authorized  for  mass 
transit,  $1.1  billion  of  that  would  have  been  for  operating  assist- 
ance. Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McManus.  That's  correct  in  this  sense.  Within  the  author- 
ized amount  for  the  section  9  program,  the  operating  assistance, 
under  the  ISTEA,  is  allowed  to  escalate  with  inflation,  and  that 
would  have  the  effect  that  you've  described. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Now,  actually  you're  providing  $4.8  billion  in 
this  budget  as  against  an  authorized  level  of  $5,125,  correct? 

Mr.  Linton.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  But  you're  providing  $600  million  for  operat- 
ing assistance  against  an  authorized  level  of  $1.1  billion,  correct? 

Mr.  Linton.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  So  you've  really  shifted  the  plan,  so  to  speak, 
in  a  rather  marked  way? 

Mr.  Lon'ON.  What  we  have  done,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  try  to  submit 
a  budget  that  emphasizes  capital  investment. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  I  understand  that. 

Now,  let  me  ask  you  this  question  on  that  very  point.  According 
to  CBO,  the  first  year  outlay  rate  for  section  9  operating  assistance 
is  60  percent.  The  first  year  outlay  rate  for  the  section  9  capital 
program  is  5  percent.  That  leads  to  the  question  whether  this  shift- 
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ing  that  you're  doing  is  motivated,  either  solely  or  almost  entirely, 
by  these  outlay  rates  as  opposed  to  being  motivated  by  some  broad- 
er view  about  how  Federal  transit  assistance  should  be  carried  out. 

Mr.  Linton.  Let  me  respond  to  that,  if  you  will,  Mr.  Chairman. 

We  have  two  specific  issues  that  we're  confronted  with.  One  is 
the  deficit  reduction  that  requires,  as  you  suggested,  a  response  to 
the  outlays.  We  also  have  the  President's  commitment  to  increase 
investment  in  the  infrastructure. 

Within  the  confines  of  the  deficit  reduction  caps  and  the  outlay 
ratios  that  you  just  alluded  to,  and  putting  together  the  budget  to 
make  the  most  strategic  investment  of  the  resources  that  we  had 
available  to  accommodate  both  those  deficit  reduction  caps,  we  try 
to  make  sure  that  we  continue  to  make  strategic  investments. 

Both  of  those  were  guidelines  in  determining  the  direction  that 
we  sought  in  submitting  this  budget. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  If  you  didn't  have  a  budget  situation,  would 
you  be  making  this  shift,  or  would  you  be  carrying  out  in  effect  the 
priorities  that  were  in  the  Federal  Transit  Act? 

Mr.  Linton.  Mr.  Chairman,  it's  been  my  commitment,  and  I 
think  the  commitment  of  the  President,  as  well  as  the  Secretary  to 
fully  fund  ISTEA.  That's  something  that  we  would  want  to  do  and 
we  continue  to  move  in  that  direction,  but  it's  clear  to  me  that  we 
have  to  do  so  within  the  constraints  of  the  Deficit  Reduction  Act. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Well,  I  want  to  get  at  the  basic  attitude.  Is 
there  a  basic  attitude  here  that  you  want  to  get  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment out  of  operating  assistance  and  shift  it  into  capital  assist- 
ance? Is  that  where  you  want  to  go? 

Mr.  Linton.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it's  clear  that  if  you  look  at 
what  we  provide,  which  is  approximately  4  to  5  percent  of  the  oper- 
ating assistance  to  transit  properties  in  this  Nation. 

The  Federal  role  historically  has  been  in  the  area  of  providing 
capital  assistance.  Even  with  the  reduction  that  we  are  seeking 
here  in  operating  assistance,  that  reduction  represents  an  average 
of  1  percent  of  the  operating  costs  of  transit  properties  around  the 
country. 

The  operating  costs  of  transit  systems  around  this  country  is  ap- 
proximately $20  billion,  and  our  proposed  reduction  in  operating 
assistance  of  $200  million  represents  approximately  1  percent  of 
that. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  I  thought  that  the  Federal  operating  assist- 
ance was  about  6  percent  of  the  operating  budgets.  Is  that  not  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  Linton.  The  Federal  percentage  is  about  6  percent,  that's 
correct.  What  I'm  suggesting  is  that  the  reductions  that  we're  pro- 
posing represents  1  percent  of  that  operating  budget. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Well,  now  the  American  Public  Transit  Asso- 
ciation did  a  survey  of  their  transit  authorities,  to  determine  the 
impact  of  this  25  percent  cut  in  operating  assistance.  Here's  what 
they  say:  Seventy  percent  of  them  say  they  would  have  to  raise 
passenger  fares. 

What's  the  Transit  Administration's  view  of  the  relationship  be- 
tween raising  fares  and  ridership?  What  do  your  studies  show  you 
on  that? 


Mr.  Linton.  I  can  speak  not  only  from  studies,  Mr.  Chairman, 
but  from  my  own  experience,  that  it's  fairly  clear  that  raising  fares 
has  created  a  cyclical  problem  in  affecting  increasing  ridership.  In 
fact,  it  has  caused  a  decrease  in  ridership. 

But  I'm  not  suggesting,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  reduction  in  op- 
erating assistance  that  we're  proposing  will  necessarily  have  to  re- 
sult in  an  increase  in  fares  or  reduction  in  ridership. 

I  can  speak  directly  from  my  own  experience,  of  serving  on  a 
transit  board,  a  transit  property,  that  was  forced,  because  of  esca- 
lating costs,  to  reduce  $45  million  from  an  operating  budget  of  $600 
million.  We  sought  to  do  that  through  a  number  of  efficiencies.  And 
we  were  able  to  do  that  and  accommodate  that  reduction  without 
increasing  the  fares  that  we  provided  to  our  riders. 

We're  hoping,  in  this  budget,  by  providing  the  capital  infusion, 
we  will  begin  to  reduce  the  demands  on  maintenance  costs,  thereby 
reducing  operating  costs. 

That  we  will  fund  the  purchase  of  rail  vehicles  and  buses  that 
will  also  reap  efficiencies  that  will  reduce  maintenance  costs.  Those 
are  directly  related  to  operating  costs.  And  as  a  result  of  those  effi- 
ciencies, we're  hoping  that  transit  properties  will  be  able  to  make 
the  adjustments. 

In  addition,  we  are  only  one  of  the  players  that  participate  in 
putting  together  the  operating  budgets  of  our  transit  properties 
around  the  country.  There's  also  their  local  government,  as  well  as 
their  State  government.  And  we're  hoping  that  by  providing  an  in- 
crease in  capital  assistance,  transit  properties  will  be  able  to  work 
with  their  other  partners  to  make  some  shifts  so  that  there's  a  pos- 
sibility that  they  can,  in  fact,  make  some  tradeoffs  with  a  reduction 
in  capital  requests  from  the  other  partners  in  return  for  additional 
support  for  operating  funds. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Well,  except  they're  going  to  be  confronted 
with  the  very  problem  that  you're  facing  and  you're  just  passing  it 
on  to  them.  They're  going  to  confront  immediately  a  significantly 
tightened  budget,  even  if  you're  going  to  give  them  more  help  on 
the  capital  side,  because  the  more  help  on  the  capital  side  comes 
later,  not  now,  as  I  understand  it,  largely  the  reason  you're  doing 
what  you  did  in  the  budget. 

Now,  we  may  try  to  turn  that  around  here  in  the  Congress  but 
these  authorities  are  telling  us  that  they're  going  to  raise  fares, 
and  every  study  shows  if  you  take  the  fares  up,  ridership  goes 
down,  so  you  don't  achieve  your  objective  of  getting  people  on  the 
mass  transit.  They  also,  83  percent  of  them,  say  they're  going  to 
reduce  service.  I  mean,  that's  going  to  affect  ridership  clearly. 

So  it  seems  to  me  what  the  end  result  of  this  is  going  to  be  is 
you're  going  to  start  the  transit  systems  in  a  downward  direction. 
They're  going  to  cut  back  on  service,  they're  going  to  raise  fares, 
the  consequence  of  that  will  be  to  reduce  ridership.  The  reduced 
ridership  will  then  compound  further  their  budget  problems,  which 
will  leave  them  then  to  cut  more  service,  raise  the  fares  again,  and 
you  get  into  a  downward  vicious  spiral,  do  you  not? 

Mr.  Linton.  Mr.  Chairman,  I've 

Senator  Sarbanes.  I  mean,  you  were  down  at  the  local  level  so 
you  had  to  see  this  coming  at  you.  I  know  that  in  this  town  where 
you  stand  on  an  issue  depends  on  where  you  sit.  But  let's  sort  of 
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shift  your  seat  back  to  SEPTA  and  how  you  would  perceive  it  from 
that  vantage  point. 

Mr.  Linton.  Absolutely,  Mr.  Chairman.  This  is  where  I  sit.  I 
think  it's  clear,  and  I  tried  to  illustrate  it  by  making  reference  to 
my  prior  experience.  I  bring  that  experience  to  this  position,  both 
the  experience  of  sitting  as  former  Vice  Chair  of  an  appropriations 
committee,  having  to  deal  with  many  demands  on  a  constricted 
budget,  and  having  to  make  tough  decisions  and  tough  choices. 

And  I  bring  that  experience  to  the  place  where  I  sit  as  well.  I 
also  sat,  as  you  alluded  to  earlier,  on  a  board  of  a  transit  property, 
confronted  with  the  dilemma  that  you  just  suggested — the  concerns 
about  raising  fares,  losing  ridership,  cutting  service,  and  going 
down  that  long  tunnel  that  doesn't  seem  to  ever  end  because  you 
get  into  this  vicious  cycle.  But  I  also  sat  at  that  chair,  as  a  member 
of  the  board  of  directors,  and  looked  at  other  alternatives  that, 
even  with  declining  budgets,  we  took  to  avoid  raising  fares  and  to 
avoid  cutting  service. 

We  looked  at  efficiencies.  We  were  able  to  get  efficiencies  from 
reductions  in  gasoline  prices.  We  had  diesel  fuel  at  that  time  and 
we  were  able  to  enter  into  a  contract  based  upon  the  low  cost  of 
diesel  fuel  and  reap  savings.  We  were  able  to  work  with  our  staff 
to  find  efficiencies  within  our  operating  budget  to  once  again  re- 
duce operating  costs. 

We  tried  to  go  back  to  our  budget,  and  we  didn't  have  a  lot  of 
notice  that  those  reductions  were  coming,  but  we  tried  to  look  with- 
in our  budgets  to  make  those  tough  decisions. 

I'm  facing 

Senator  Sarbanes.  How  much  blood  do  you  think  is  left  in  that 
turnip?  I  mean,  they've  been  squeezed  a  long  time  and  they've  been 
squeezed  pretty  hard. 

Let  me  ask  you  this.  How  much  of  the  motivation  to  do  this  came 
from  the  desire  to  be  able  to  say  that  this  represents  the  largest 
transit  budget  ever  proposed  to  the  Congress? 

In  other  words,  you  could  have  sent  us  a  budget  that  kept  the 
operating  assistance  at  last  year's  level  or  near  it,  I  mean,  kept  it 
up  there,  but  then  you  would  not  have — to  work  out  your  alloca- 
tions, you  would  have  had  to  have  less  on  the  capital  side.  And 
therefore,  when  you  added  it  all  up,  you  would  not  have  been  able 
to  make  this  statement.  In  fact,  the  overall  budget  might  even  have 
been  a  little  less  than  last  year's  budget  in  order  to  sustain  the  op- 
erating side. 

What  you  did  is  you  took  the  operating  side  down.  That  gave  you 
a  nice  advantage  in  the  outlay  rate  that's  enabled  you  then  to  jump 
the — you  take  a  rapid  outlay  rate  down  and  you  take  a  slow  outlay 
rate  up,  then  you  put  it  together  and  you  say,  well,  now,  we've  got 
a  bigger  budget  here. 

But,  of  course,  what's  happening  is  you're  going  to  have,  at  least 
as  it's  told  to  us,  a  very  snarp  impact  on  the  operations  of  these 
transit  authorities  from  the  cuts  in  the  operating  systems. 

Mr.  Linton.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  all  honesty,  as  I  said  earlier,  we 
do  have  to  deal  within  the  confines  of  the  same  deficit  reduction 
caps  that  the  Congress  has  to  address.  And  we  had  to  do  it  from 
a  more  narrow  perspective.  In  trying  to  do  that,  it's  clear  that  to 
have  the  same  sort  of  reduction  on  the  capital  side  to  meet  the  out- 
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lay  targets  that  we've  done  on  the  operating  side,  we  would  have 
had  to  reduce  the  capital  side  by  $2.4  billion  because  of  the  outlay 
ratio.  That  is  a  concern  and  that  is  an  issue. 

But  we  also  need  to  look  across  the  board  at  what  transit  prop- 
erties will  be  most  affected  in  this  reduction  in  operating  assist- 
ance. 

The  small  rural  systems  under  50,000  in  population  will,  in  fact, 
have  an  increase  in  their  operating  assistance.  And  if  you  look  at 
the  spend-down  rate  of  operating  assistance  for  the  small  urban 
systems,  those  between  the  areas  of  50,000  to  200,000  in  popu- 
lation, they  too  will  be  able — because  of  the  carryover  of  unspent 
operating  assistance  from  previous  years,  and  based  upon  the  for- 
mula that  we  operate  under — to  have  over  the  next  year  or  two  ad- 
ditional operating  assistance  over  and  above  what's  provided  in 
this  budget. 

So  we  believe  that  the  2  year  spend-down  rate  would  allow  them 
some  time  to  accommodate  the  overall  loss  in  operating  assistance, 
and  the  efficiencies  that  they  will  be  able  to  reap  from  capital  in- 
vestments, would  allow  them  to  make  an  easier  adjustment  to  their 
budget. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  We've  been  joined  by  the  Ranking  Minority 
Member,  Senator  Bond.  And  I'm  going  to  yield  to  him  now.  I  have 
a  couple  more  questions  I  may  want  to  put  to  you  before  we  move 
on  to  the  next  panel. 

Mr.  Linton.  Sure,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Linton. 

Mr.  Linton.  Thank  you. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  CHRISTOPHER  S.  BOND 

Senator  Bond.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  again,  my  apologies.  I've  got  one  of  those  days  when  every- 
thing is  happening,  if  I  had  about  three  clones,  I  would  be  able  to 
be  at  all  the  places  I'm  supposed  to  be.  So  I  apologize  to  Mr.  Linton 
and  the  other  witnesses  that  I've  not  been  here.  My  staff  tells  me 
that  most  of  my  questions  have  already  been  addressed. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  about  the  25  percent  reduction  in 
Federal  transit  operating  assistance  and  the  40  percent  reduction 
in  the  section  3  New  Starts  funding. 

In  order  to  make  our  Metrolink  project  in  St.  Louis  efficient,  we 
need  to  extend  it  into  Illinois.  I  will  review  the  record,  Mr.  Linton, 
and  if  there  are  any  questions  on  that,  I  will  ask  you  about  it. 

There  is  one  particular  question  that  my  good  friend,  Mel 
Sundermeyer,  who's  next  up,  would  ask  if  you  were  still  around, 
but  I'll  give  you  the  opportunity  to  address  it  now.  We  have  an  $8 
million  section  3  grant  for  public  transportation  in  rural  Missouri 
that's  very  important.  Everything  is  in  place  except  a  Department 
of  Labor  sign-off.  We  need  a  letter  of  no  prejudice  from  the  FTA. 
Mr.  Sundermeyer  tells  me  that  if  we  don't  get  the  letter  of  no  prej- 
udice within  the  next  2  days,  it  will  be  9  months  before  Missouri 
can  get  the  buses. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  This  is  a  very  timely  hearing,  I  think. 

Senator  Bond.  Dumb  luck  beats  prior  planning  all  the  time.  But 
can  you  help  us  with  that,  Mr.  Linton? 


12 

Mr.  Linton.  Senator,  I  can  assure  you  that,  in  fact,  that  has 
been  signed  by  me  and  is  ready  to  be  delivered. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Now  that  was  a  very  good  question  and  an- 
swer. 

Senator  Bond.  I  like  that.  I'm  not  going  to  trust  my  luck  any  fur- 
ther but  I  just  ask  that  you  deliver  it  within  the  next  48  hours.  You 
might  want  to  hand  it  to  Mr.  Sundermeyer  if  it's  available. 

Thank  you. 

I  had  all  kinds  of  difficult  piercing  questions,  and  I  think  I'll  fore- 
go those. 

[Laughter.] 

Senator  Sarbanes.  I'm  going  to  include  in  the  record,  a  state- 
ment by  Senator  Riegle  who  was  unable  to  attend  and  very  much 
wanted  to  be  here,  but  he's  got  a  scheduling  conflict.  And  I  must 
say  that  his  statement  sort  of  tracks  the  points  that  both  I  and 
Senator  Bond  have  been  making  to  you,  Mr.  Administrator. 

I  think  we'll  move  to  the  panel. 

I  do  want  to  indicate  that  I  have  concern  also  about  the  section 
3  New  Starts  situation.  And  it  seems  to  me,  in  a  sense,  what  you're 
doing  there  runs  counter  to  this  emphasis  on  capital  investment. 
I  mean,  these  are  New  Starts  that  a  lot  of  communities  are  pre- 
pared to  move  ahead  on.  I  know  you're  going  to  meet  the  current 
commitments  under  full  funding  grant  agreements,  but  there  are 
a  number  of  jurisdictions  that  are  positioned  really  to  get  a  full 
funding  agreement  either  right  now  or  in  the  very  near  future.  And 
I'm  particularly  concerned  about  that,  but  we're  concerned  about 
moving  that  ahead. 

Mr.  Linton.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  say  that  we  are  continuing  to 
work  with  those  other  projects.  They  are  in  the  pipeline.  We  are 
having  discussions  with  many  of  those  properties,  even  as  we 
speak,  so  that  we  can  continue  to  move  toward  full  funding  grant 
agreements  with  them.  And  we  suspect  that  we  will  be  moving 
toward 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Do  you  have  a  way  to  shift  some  additional 
money  into  New  Starts  in  order  to  take  care  of  additional  full-fund- 
ing agreements? 

Mr.  Linton.  We're  trying  to  get  additional  resources,  and  we 
think  that  we  will  have  some  additional  resources  so  that  we  might 
be  able  to  work  toward  some  finalizing  of  those  agreements 
throughout  the  fiscal  year. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Because  this  is  a  40  percent  reduction  in  the 
commitment  to  New  Starts  for  major  capital  investment  programs 
in  this  budget. 

Mr.  Linton.  I  understand  that.  And  the  emphasis,  as  you  indi- 
cated, was  to  fund  those  with  full  funding  grant  agreements,  and 
we  will  continue  to  work  toward  full  funding  grant  agreements 
with  a  number  of  other  projects  that  my  staff  is  working  on  now 
so  that  we  can  try  to  put  them  in  position  to  also  receive  funding. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Because  it's  going  to  be  a  real  blow  to  the 
commitment  to  move  ahead  with  respect  to  transit  if  the  jurisdic- 
tions that  are  ready  to,  in  effect,  come  in  with  a  full  funding  agree- 
ment, then  can't  get  any  resources  in  order  to  start  implementing. 
And  I  think  that  needs  to  be  urgently  addressed  in  the  Depart- 
ment. 
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Mr.  Linton.  I  clearly  understand  your  concern  and  I  recognize 
that  is  a  problem  and  an  issue  that  faces  many  communities  that 
we  have  worked  with  who  have  projects  that  are  lined  up,  and  we 
will  continue  to  work  with  them  toward  the  finalization  of  the  full 
funding  grant  agreements  so  that  we  can  have  them  positioned  for 
additional  funding. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Well,  thank  you  very  much. 

We're  going  to  take  the  next  panel. 

We  may  have  some,  in  fact,  I  m  fairly  certain  we'll  have  some  fol- 
low-up questions  for  you,  Mr.  Administrator,  and  we  want  to  con- 
tinue to  stay  in  close  touch  with  the  Transit  Administration,  and 
work  with  you  to  try  to  resolve  this. 

There's  a  problem,  I  think,  we  were  on  a  track  and  people  were 
planning  accordingly  and  making  their  plans  and  trying  to  address 
the  pressures  they  were  under.  You  all  have  changed  that  track. 
You  may  say  it's  at  the  margin,  but  the  perception  down  at  the 
Transit  Authority  levels  is  that  it's  very  substantial.  I  think  if  you 
were  sitting  in  that  seat,  as  I  said  earlier,  you  would  have  the 
same  perception.  And  I  think  we  need  to  try  to  address  that  and 
try  to  accommodate,  and  we'll  be  working  with  you,  obviously  be 
working  on  it  here  in  the  Congress  to  try  to  address  it  as  well. 

Mr.  Linton.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  did  sit  in  that  seat  and  I  do  sit  in 
one  that's  quite  different  now.  There's  no  doubt  about  that,  but  I 
also  plan 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Don't  forget  where  you  came  from. 

Mr.  Linton.  I'll  never  forget  that. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  All  right. 

Mr.  Linton.  But  I  also  plan  to  continue  to  work  with  you  and 
other  Members  of  the  Committee  so  that  we  can  resolve  these  is- 
sues. I've  always  recognized,  I've  been  involved  in  budget  delibera- 
tions through  my  political  life  as  well,  and  recognize  that  it's  a 
process  and  one  that  we  engage  in  with  the  Administration  as  well 
as  with  the  legislative  branch  of  Government,  and  we  will  continue 
to  work  with  you  and  Members  of  the  Committee  so  that  we  can 
have  a  budget  that  we're  all  proud  of. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  OK.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate 
your  testimony,  and  we  look  forward  to  staying  in  close  touch  with 
you. 

Mr.  Linton.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  If  the  members  of  the  panel  would  now  come 
forward,  we'd  be  happy  to  proceed. 

Senator  Bond.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we're  waiting,  I  have  an  open- 
ing statement  which  I'll  submit  for  the  record  and  save  the  time. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Your  full  statement  will  be  included  in  the 
record. 

We're  very  pleased  to  have  this  panel  before  us,  consisting  of: 
James  La  Sala,  the  International  President  of  the  Amalgamated 
Transit  Union,  a  long  career  in  transit  beginning  back  in  New  Jer- 
sey many  years  ago,  and  he's  one  of  our  Nation's  leading  spokes- 
men with  respect  to  transit  issues.  Richard  Simonetta,  the  general 
manager  of  the  Metropolitan  Atlanta  Rapid  Transit  Authority.  He's 
held  that  post  what,  how  long  now,  Mr.  Simonetta? 

Mr.  Simonetta.  A  week  and  a  half,  sir. 

[Laughter.] 
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Senator  Sarbanes.  But  he's  had  experience  in  transit  positions 
across  the  country,  including  the  general  manager  position  of  the 
Central  Ohio  Transit  Authority  and  Michigan,  Pennsylvania,  and 
Colorado. 

I'm  very  pleased  that  John  Agro  is  with  us.  I  know  him  very 
well.  He's  been  the  Administrator  for  the  Mass  Transit  Administra- 
tion in  Maryland  now  for  going  on  toward  a  year  and  a  half,  re- 
sponsible for  MTA's  daily  operations,  including  buses,  light  rail, 
Metro,  and  the  MARC  system.  He's  served  the  State  for  over  25 
years,  including  Executive  Secretary  of  the  Maryland  Transpor- 
tation Authority,  State  Highway  Administrator,  and  I  know  how  ef- 
fective and  skilled  he  is,  and  we're  pleased  he's  on  this  panel. 

And  I'll  defer  to  Senator  Bond  to  present  the  fourth  member  of 
the  panel,  who's  Mel  Sundermeyer  from  Missouri. 

Senator  Bond.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Sundermeyer's  the  gentleman  with  a  smile  on  his  face.  We 
appreciate  very  much  the  opportunity  to  have  all  the  witnesses  be- 
fore us.  We're  particularly  delighted  that  Mel  Sundermeyer,  who  is 
the  director  of  the  Division  of  Transportation  for  the  Missouri 
Highway  and  Transportation  Department,  is  with  us  today.  He's 
been  with  the  Department  I  believe  since  1968,  and  has  extensive 
expertise  and  experience  with  all  forms  of  transportation  issues  in 
Missouri.  And  when  I  say  experience,  after  I  lost  a  bid  for  reelec- 
tion in  1976,  a  friend  of  mine  told  me,  experience  is  what  you  get 
when  you  expected  to  get  something  else,  and  dealing  with  trans- 
portation issues  in  Missouri  gives  one  a  lot  of  experience. 

I  don't  know  how  much  he's  going  to  want  to  expand  upon  that, 
but  we  do  have  a  number  of  very  significant  challenges.  We  look 
forward  to  hearing  the  testimony  of  all  the  witnesses. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Well,  why  don't  we  hear  the  two  State  level 
people,  Mr.  Agro  and  Mr.  Sundermeyer,  and  then  we'll  go  to  Mr. 
Simonetta  and  then  we'll  let  you  close  it  out,  or  follow  up,  OK? 

Mr.  Agro. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  A.  AGRO,  JR.,  ADMINISTRATOR,  MARY- 
LAND MASS  TRANSIT  ADMINISTRATION,  BALTIMORE,  MD 

Mr.  Agro.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Com- 
mittee. It's  a  real  pleasure  to  be  here  with  you  today. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  We'll  include  the  full  statements  in  the 
record,  and  if  you  could  summarize  them,  that  would  be  helpful. 

Mr.  Agro.  Yes,  I  certainly  will. 

I'd  especially  like  to  thank  our  very  own  Maryland  Senator,  Paul 
Sarbanes,  for  this  invitation  to  come  and  speak  to  the  Subcommit- 
tee today.  Senator  Sarbanes  has  been  a  real  supporter,  a  real  pro- 
ponent of  transportation  within  the  State  of  Maryland  and  cer- 
tainly with  our  mass  transportation  program. 

I'd  also  like  to  just  acknowledge  President  Clinton,  Secretary 
Pena,  and  also  Administrator  Linton  for  their  efforts  in  support  of 
the  transportation  program.  They  have  been  to  Maryland,  they 
have  seen  our  system,  they  have  ridden  our  system.  And  I  would 
particularly  like  to  thank  Administrator  Linton  for  all  the  work 
that  he's  clone  working  with  us  to  go  forward  with  a  very  innova- 
tive design/build  project  for  our  light  rail  extensions. 
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The  Mass  Transit  Administration  in  Maryland  is  a  modal  ele- 
ment of  a  consolidated  Maryland  Department  of  Transportation. 
Our  sister  agencies  have  responsibility  for  highways,  aviation,  toll 
facilities,  ports,  and  motor  vehicles.  Transportation  in  Maryland  is 
unique  because  of  this  organization  structure,  and  Maryland  has  a 
dedicated  consolidated  transportation  trust  fund  for  providing  var- 
ious funding  sources  for  projects.  That's  been  in  existence  since 
1971,  over  20  years  ago,  that  the  Consolidated  Department  of 
Transportation  was  created. 

Trust  funds  foster  intermodal  planning,  intermodal  decisionmak- 
ing, which  is  certainly  a  theme  of  ISTEA,  and  consequently,  in 
Maryland,  mobility  decisions  are  balanced  transportation  decisions, 
not  just  highway  or  just  transit  decisions.  What  we  are  trying  to 
create  in  Maryland  is  a  seamless  transportation  network  for  our 
citizens. 

The  Mass  Transit  Administration  operates  and  funds  various 
types  of  transportation  services  throughout  our  State.  We  are  a 
State-wide  organization.  We  have  an  850-bus  system  in  the  Balti- 
more Metropolitan  area. 

As  the  Senator  pointed  out,  a  14-mile  metro  subway  system  that 
we  operate,  a  22.5-mile  light  rail  system  that  we  just  completed 
opened  within  the  last  year,  as  well  as  our  MARC  commuter  rail 
service,  which  serves  the  Baltimore,  Washington,  Northeast  Mary- 
land, Western  Maryland,  as  well  as  Martinsburg,  West  Virginia 
markets.  So  we're  very,  very  proud  of  that  service  that  we're  offer- 
ing to  the  citizens  of  Maryland  and  also  supporting  our  neighbors 
in  West  Virginia. 

There  were  a  number  of  questions  that  were  asked,  and  I'll  move 
directly  into  those.  One  was  to  describe  the  effect  of  the  reduction 
in  Federal  operating  assistance  on  transit  operations  in  Maryland. 

The  Administration's  proposed  25  percent  reduction  in  Federal 
operating  assistance  would  limit  our  responsiveness  to  our  cus- 
tomers. We  are  an  efficiently  run  organization,  both  financially  and 
from  a  service  delivery  standpoint. 

We  have  a  Maryland  law  that  requires  that  50  percent  of  our  op- 
erating expenses  be  recovered  through  the  fare  box.  That  is  our 
partnership  with  the  private  sector  with  our  customers  to  recover 
50  percent  of  all  expenses  from  the  fare  box  and/or  other  fees.  And 
when  we  talk  about  the  other  fees  and  revenues,  that's  where  the 
Federal  aid  comes  into  play.  Consequently,  every  revenue  dollar  cut 
from  the  operating  budget  translates  into  a  service  reduction  or, 
conversely,  a  fare  increase,  driving  ridership  down. 

Specifically,  the  Administration's  budget  would  reduce  the  cur- 
rent appropriation  in  Maryland  of  $10.9  million  in  Federal  operat- 
ing assistance  by  $2.8  million,  a  25  percent  reduction.  $2.3  million 
of  that  would  apply  to  the  statewide  Mass  Transit  Administration 
operation  and  about  $500,000  would  affect  the  small  urban  areas. 

Within  our  operation  alone,  a  $2.3  million  reduction  would  result 
in  either  a  reduction  in  service  or  a  fare  increase  or  a  combination 
of  the  two  that  would  result  in  a  reduction  in  ridership  of  approxi- 
mately 10,000  riders  per  day.  That  represents  a  3  percent  reduc- 
tion in  our  daily  ridership. 

We  could  also  be  faced  with  scaling  back  preventive  maintenance 
activities  which  will  call  for  higher  capital  investment  or  operating 
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costs  in  the  future.  And  certainly  reducing  operating  costs  in  the 
environment  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  seems  to  be  in  conflict,  when 
we're  trying  to  find  new  and  innovative  ways  to  get  people  to  use 
mass  transportation,  we're  creating  disincentives  for  those  to  con- 
tinue to  use  it. 

In  the  local  transit  area,  which  is  an  extremely  important  area, 
local  transit  systems  in  small  urban  areas  in  Maryland  will  be  af- 
fected by  this  25  percent  reduction. 

Just  to  give  you  one  example  of  what  one  of  those  jurisdictions 
might  look  like,  we  could  take  the  city  of  Annapolis,  which  is  where 
our  Naval  Academy  is  located.  The  proposed  Federal  operating  re- 
duction will  result  in  a  $500,000  reduction  in  aid,  and  this  would 
result  in  approximately  a  20  percent  reduction  in  the  service  for 
those  small  urban  areas  because  of  their  dependence  on  the  Fed- 
eral aid. 

Local  jurisdictions  could  not  absorb  this  level  of  Federal  reduc- 
tion. It  may  be  very  likely  that,  at  the  local  level,  they  would  have 
additional  capital  funds  to  buy  equipment  but  would  not  have  oper- 
ating funds  to  be  able  to  make  use  of  that  equipment. 

Another  issue  that  was  raised  was  the  effect  a  reduction  of  the 
section  3  New  Start  program  would  have  on  our  communities.  Let 
me  say  first  that  the  Administration  has  established  infrastructure 
both  renewal  and  expansion  to  be  a  major  goal  of  its  agenda  for 
transit.  We  believe  that  this  goal  is  appropriate  and  really  focused 
in  the  right  direction. 

However,  the  reduction  that's  being  proposed  in  the  section  3 
New  Starts  seems  contradictory  to  that  philosophy.  The  reduction 
would  cause  a  loss  of  opportunity  for  jobs,  it  would  cause  a  loss  of 
opportunity  for  economic  development  spinoff,  such  as  joint  devel- 
opment in  the  private  sector. 

Within  our  6-year  program,  we  plan  to  spend  almost  $1  billion 
on  capital  projects  for  bus,  metro,  light  rail,  and  MARC  commuter 
rail  services.  Section  3  New  Start  funds  is  a  major  component  of 
that  funding  within  our  organization.  The  reduction  of  the  section 
3  New  Start  funds  is  of  considerable  concern  to  us  because  expan- 
sion of  our  light  rail  and  our  commuter  rail  within  Maryland  relies 
on  an  annual  appropriation  of  New  Start  funds. 

As  it  relates  specifically  to  our  light  rail  extensions,  these  are 
light  rail  extensions  to  again  create  seamless  transportation  with 
connections  to  Penn  Station  in  Baltimore,  the  Baltimore  Washing- 
ton International  Airport,  and  also  to  the  business  community  of 
Hunt  Valley  in  the  North. 

The  Federal  Government  has  recently  approved  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  and  Environmental  Assessments  associ- 
ated with  our  three  light  rail  extensions.  We  are  about  to  enter  into 
a  full  funding  agreement  for  the  three  extensions  with  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration. 

Two  weeks  ago,  our  organization  solicited  bids  for  a  very  innova- 
tive design/build  concept  to  go  forward  with  those  extensions.  In 
1995,  the  prospect  of  no  allocation  will  mean  a  delay  in  Federal  re- 
imbursement of  State  funds  advanced  for  that  project. 

A  continuation  of  that  reduction  in  New  Start  funds  potentially 
in  1996  with  no  allocation  for  a  light  rail  project,  could  result  in 
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a  much  greater  impact  with  us  having  to  either  slow  down  or  halt 
certain  aspects  of  that  construction  project. 

My  greatest  fear  in  this  whole  process  is  that  we  will  see  re- 
peated deferrals  of  section  3  New  Start  funding,  and  that  will  re- 
quire larger  allocations  in  the  out  years  of  ISTEA.  And  as  we  begin 
to  move  to  those  out  years,  it's  going  to  become  increasingly  more 
difficult  to  make  available  to  any  one  State  these  larger  allocations 
that  are  necessary  to  complete  those  projects,  a  very  real  concern. 

As  it  relates  to  MARC  commuter  rail  service,  the  MARC  com- 
muter rail  service  serves  20,000  people  daily,  moving  in  and  out  of 
the  Washington  area.  We  plan  to  spend  about  $400  million  over  the 
next  6  years  on  MARC  improvements. 

The  improvements  include  new  passenger  cars.  Many  of  our 
coaches  are  as  much  as  50  to  60  years  of  age.  New  locomotives, 
many  of  them  today  are  as  much  as  30  to  40  years  of  age.  We  need 
to  expand  our  parking  capacity  to  be  able  to  grow  our  business.  We 
need  to  make  station  improvements  and  we  need  to  expand  to  new 
service  areas,  like  the  city  of  Frederick  and  to  Southern  Maryland 
so  we  can  go  into  new  markets  and  take  cars  off  the  road  and  get 
people  onto  public  transportation. 

We  cannot  make  this  kind  of  investment  without  the  commit- 
ment of  Federal  funding.  Over  $160  million  of  the  $400  million  will 
be  required  for  New  Start  funding.  Congress  has  recognized  this 
need  when  they  authorized  the  $160  million  in  ISTEA.  To  date, 
we've  received  approximately  $33  million  out  of  that  $160  million. 

At  the  end  of  this  month,  we  will  request  bids  for  a  purchase  of 
new  bi-level  commuter  rail  cars,  again  to  increase  our  capacity. 
Due  to  the  uncertainty  of  the  Federal  funding  associated  with  that, 
the  State  is  significantly  at  risk  by  entering  into  that  procurement 
contract  because  we  are  now  exposed  to  the  potential  financial  com- 
mitment of  a  $150  million  contract  without  any  commitment  or 
support  from  the  Federal  Government. 

We  could  certainly  seek  to  get  a  letter  of  no  prejudice  but  it  has 
not  been  the  practice  of  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  to 
enter  into  full  funding  agreements  for  the  procurement  of  vehicles 
and  necessary  assets  to  improve  and  expand  your  operation. 

And  I'd  like  to  go  directly  to  the  last  issue,  if  I  may.  I  think  it's 
an  extremely  important  one.  You  talk  about  what  specific  proposals 
would  we  suggest  to  ensure  that  transit  is  maintained  as  both  an 
efficient  and  affordable  mode  of  transportation  as  an  integral  part 
of  the  community  and  economic  development.  I  would  like  to  offer 
two  proposals  in  this  area. 

First,  I  would  like  to  continue  to  urge  Congress  to  work  toward 
the  reauthorization  of  ISTEA  beyond  1997.  It's  an  extremelv  impor- 
tant foundation,  the  Act  of  ISTEA,  and  I  think  we  can  build  on  that 
and  make  it  even  better. 

But  truly  the  key  to  success,  and  Senator,  you  mentioned  this 
earlier,  the  key  to  achieving  a  balanced  transportation  system  is 
maintaining  an  appropriate  and  predictable  level  of  multiyear  Fed- 
eral operating  and  capital  funding  support  for  transit.  That  is  what 
we  are  lacking  today.  We  do  not  have  that  multiyear  dimension 
where  we're  looking  out  and  the  States  can  rely  and  small  transit 
operations  can  rely  on  a  source  of  funding  coming  in  and  build  its 
capital  programs  and  build  its  ridership. 
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I  also  feel  that  it's  essential  that  the  authorization  of  ISTEA  go 
forward,  and  that  those  funds  be  appropriated. 

My  second  point  speaks  to  an  item  that  I  just  mentioned  earlier, 
and  that  it  should  be  recognized  that  many  capital  initiatives  re- 
quire multiyear  funding  commitments,  such  as  the  procurement  of 
commuter  rail  cars.  We  would  recommend  that  the  Federal  agen- 
cies be  encouraged  to  execute  full  funding  agreements  for  large, 
multiyear  procurements  so  that  Congress  can  adequately  allocate 
funds  for  these  projects. 

Thank  you,  sir. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Sundermeyer. 

STATEMENT  OF  MEL  SUNDERMEYER,  DIRECTOR,  TRANSPOR- 
TATION DIVISION,  MISSOURI  HIGHWAY  AND  TRANSPOR- 
TATION DEPARTMENT,  JEFFERSON  CITY,  MO 

Mr.  Sundermeyer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It's  a  pleasure  for  me  to  be  here  representing  the  State  of  Mis- 
souri and  its  citizens,  who  are  my  customers. 

Senator  Bond,  it's  good  to  see  you  again,  and  I  can  tell  you, 
you've  absolutely  made  my  day,  when  I  take  home  this  letter  of  no 
prejudice,  we'll  be  purchasing  vehicles. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  It  made  the  trip  worthwhile,  didn't  it? 

Mr.  Sundermeyer.  Yes,  it  did.  It's  paid  for  in  full. 

I  do  have  a  short  prepared  statement  that  I  would  like  to  follow 
with. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  The  full  statement  will  be  included  in  the 
record,  and  if  you  could  summarize  it,  we'd  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Sundermeyer.  It  is  less  than  5  minutes,  I  promise. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  OK 

Mr.  Sundermeyer.  I'm  pleased  by  the  Committee's  interest  in, 
and  concern  for,  continued  operating  assistance  for  transit.  I  thank 
you  for  the  opportunity  to  address  the  Committee. 

I  am  Mel  Sundermeyer,  I'm  director  of  the  Transportation  Divi- 
sion of  the  Missouri  Highway  and  Transportation  Department.  Be- 
yond transit,  I  also  have  aviation,  waterways,  and  railroads. 

At  a  time  when  Missouri  is  evaluating  its  transportation  system 
and  recognizing  the  efficiencies,  and  indeed  the  necessity  of  using 
several  transportation  modes  for  moving  people  and  goods,  cuts  in 
Federal  operating  assistance  for  transit  systems  would  be  ex- 
tremely damaging. 

St.  Joseph,  Missouri  is  a  pointed  example.  This  is  a  city  of  more 
than  70,000  people.  The  public  bus  system  depends  upon  Federal 
operating  assistance  for  nearly  45  percent  of  its  operating  costs, 
very  nearly  half  of  its  total  operating  budget.  The  system  has  few 
administrative  personnel.  Therefore,  any  cuts  in  operating  dollars 
will  directly  reduce  service  on  the  street.  We  believe  25  percent, 
first  year  cuts  initially  proposed,  would  cripple  service  by  forcing 
St.  Joseph  to  end  Saturday  bus  service  and  reduce  weekday  routes 
by  as  much  as  half. 

Columbia,  comparable  in  population  to  St.  Joseph,  draws  more 
than  one-third  of  its  operating  budget  from  Federal  assistance.  Sat- 
urday service  almost  certainly  would  cease  in  Columbia,  and  Co- 
lumbia may  be  forced  to  consider  cuts  in  weekday  routes  also. 


19 

Reductions  in  transit  service  diminish  the  quality  of  life  and  the 
economic  independence  of  those  who  rely  on  public  transportation 
to  get  to  work,  those  unable  to  drive,  and  those  who  seek  more  effi- 
cient alternatives  to  traffic  congestion. 

Another  argument  also  reinforces  the  importance  of  public  trans- 
portation, arguments  that  are  founded  on  actions  taken  by  Con- 
gress. In  ISTEA,  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Act,  Con- 
gress specifically  increased  the  flexibility  of  Federal  transportation 
funds  and  sent  the  clear  message  that  States  should  consider  using 
some  Federal  funds  for  highway  and  public  transit  capital  needs. 

Congressional  support  for  flexible  funding  to  enhance  transit  sys- 
tems absolutely  conflicts  with  the  discussion  of  reduction  in  operat- 
ing funds.  Capital  improvements  will  be  futile  unless  there  is  oper- 
ating funds  to  keep  these  systems  running. 

Transportation  in  Missouri's  large  urban  areas  also  would  suffer 
from  Federal  cuts.  The  Metrolinks  Rail  System  serving  the  St. 
Louis  area,  still  in  its  infancy,  already  has  proved  itself  with  rider- 
ship  that  exceeds  the  expectation  of  even  its  most  ardent  support- 
ers. 

Residents  on  the  Illinois  side  of  the  St.  Louis  area  recently  ap- 
proved a  new  local  tax  to  match  Federal  funds  so  the  commuter 
rail  can  be  extended  to  their  area. 

Proposed  cuts  in  section  3  New  Start  money  would  jeopardize 
funding  for  construction  of  this  new  extension  into  Illinois,  the  ex- 
tension that  local  citizens  supported  by  voting  to  tax  themselves  to 
provide  local  match. 

While  the  interest  in  building  new  routes  on  the  St.  Louis  area 
light  rail  system  grows,  the  transit  authority  already  struggles  to 
find  enough  operating  money  to  keep  the  new  light  rail  and  its 
buses  running.  Cuts  in  Federal  operating  assistance  would  be  dev- 
astating. 

Kansas  City,  in  the  midst  of  a  transportation  feasibility  study  of 
a  light  rail  system,  also  could  be  denied  future  funding  if  section 
3  New  Start  cuts  were  enacted. 

The  urban  areas  perhaps  face  a  situation  that  smaller  cities  and 
rural  areas  do  not  yet  experience.  Clean  air  concerns,  among  other 
factors,  will  make  highway  construction  increasingly  difficult  in  our 
large  cities.  We  must  support  transportation  options  that  allow  mo- 
bility and  help  solve  environmental  problems.  I  realize  this  is  a 
long-term  goal  but  we  cannot  afford  to  falter  at  this  critical  time 
as  we  are  working  to  address  these  environmental  concerns. 

I  must  add  that  Missouri's  transit  systems  already  are  absorbing 
several  new  operating  expenses  without  the  benefit  of  additional 
money.  New  paratransit  mandates  in  the  Americans  with  Disabil- 
ities Act  and  a  new  program  now  for  employee  drug  testing  are  no- 
table examples. 

I'm  here  today  to  strongly  support  continued  Federal  transit  op- 
erating assistance.  Federal  operating  funds  allow  these  important 
services  to  survive  as  part  of  a  comprehensive  transportation  net- 
work. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Bond.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  just  apologize  to  the  other 
witnesses.  I  have  an  11:15  a.m.  meeting  that  I'm  running  a  little 
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bit  late  for.  But  maybe  Mr.  Sundermeyer,  in  the  question  and  an- 
swer session,  could  address  a  very  specific  problem  we  have  in  Mis- 
souri. That  is  the  risk  to  airports  and  other  transit  Missouri  De- 
partment of  Highways  and  Transportation  facilities  from  the  delay 
in  getting  the  levies  rebuilt. 

We've  Deen  very  interested  in  that,  and  if  you  could  provide  us 
with  the  information  or  submit  it  for  the  record,  it  would  be  greatly 
appreciated. 

Mr.  Sundermeyer.  Well,  I  am  pleased  to  say  that  they  are  mak- 
ing progress  with  the  levies,  and  we  are  beginning  to  make  some 
of  the  repairs  to  our  airports,  and  hopefully  there  will  not  be  any 
spring  flooding,  and  if  we're  fortunate,  we're  going  to  be  in  real 
good  shape. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Why  don't  you  submit  a  statement  for  the 
record  on  that  subject.  It  would  be  helpful  to  the  Committee. 

Senator  Bond.  I  appreciate  that. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  following  information  was  subsequently  submitted  for  the 
record  by  Mr.  Sundermeyer  follows:] 

Sixteen  Missouri  Airports  experienced  flooding  during  the  summer  of  1993.  Of 
these,  eleven  airports  depend  upon  levees  for  their  primary  flood  protection.  The  re- 
maining five  airports  were  flooded  by  heavy  and  sustained  rainstorms  which  caused 
local  rivers  and  streams  to  go  out  of  their  banks. 

Of  the  levees  protecting  the  eleven  airports,  six  have  been  restored  to  pre-flood 
elevations,  three  are  under  construction  and  two  are  still  not  restored.  Those  not 
yet  restored  affect  the  Lexington  Municipal  and  the  Hermann  Municipal  Airports. 
The  Lexington  Airport  is  protected  by  several  privately  owned  levees.  Enough  of 
these  have  been  restored  to  afford  the  airport  approximately  80  percent  protection. 

The  remaining  levees  are  being  delayed  by  negotiations  over  easements.  The  levee 
protecting  the  site  of  the  Hermann  Airport  is  still  unrestored  with  no  visible 
progress.  Although  the  city  has  decided  not  to  rebuild  their  airport  on  that  site,  the 
area  farmers  are  very  concerned. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Mr.  Simonetta. 

STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  SIMONETTA,  GENERAL  MANAGER, 
METROPOLITAN  ATLANTA  RAPID  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY,  AT- 
LANTA, GA 

Mr.  Simonetta.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Senator  Bond. 

I  know  that  you  have  a  floor  vote  at  11:30  a.m.,  so  I'll  make  my 
comments  brief.  I  have  submitted  written  testimony  for  the  record. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  We've  had  a  chance  to  look  at  it.  It's  very 
helpful  testimony.  We  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Simonetta.  Thank  you,  sir. 

My  name  is  Rick  Simonetta.  I'm  vice  chairman  of  the  American 
Public  Transit  Association  and  for  the  last  week  and  a  half,  I've 
been  general  manager  of  MARTA  in  Atlanta.  And  I  also  welcome 
the  opportunity  to  provide  testimony  on  the  Administration's  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  as  it  relates  to  transit. 

Understandably,  my  testimony  focuses  on  areas  where  we  dis- 
agree with  the  Administration.  These  disagreements  are  important 
to  our  industry.  But  before  turning  to  the  areas  of  disagreement, 
I  want  to  talk  about  the  many  areas  where  we  agree. 

First,  we  truly  believe  the  Clinton  Administration  is  pro-transit, 
and  that  it  recognizes  the  key  role  transit  can  play  in  achieving  na- 
tional objectives.  We  need  look  no  further  than  last  year's  budget 
proposal  that  resulted  in  a  22  percent  increase  in  transit  funding. 
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In  addition,  we  have  the  highest  respect  for  Gordon  Linton,  the 
Clinton  Administration's  FTA  Administrator.  He's  brought  a  fresh 
outlook  and  a  new  dimension  to  the  FTA.  We  look  forward  to  work- 
ing with  Administrator  Linton  to  strengthen  the  transit  program. 

Also,  on  a  personal  note,  I  express  appreciation  to  Administrator 
Linton  for  his  support  in  helping  meet  Atlanta's  transportation 
needs  in  the  1996  summer  Olympics. 

ISTEA  is  a  reasonable  blueprint  for  how  transit  should  be  fund- 
ed. It  created  a  balanced  program  designed  to  meet  the  transit 
needs  of  both  urban- suburban  and  rural  areas.  Despite  statements 
that  the  Administrator's  budget  fully  funds  ISTEA,  the  reality  is  it 
fully  funds  only  the  highway  program  and  the  transit  formula  pro- 
gram. 

The  Federal  transit  proposal  at  $4.6  billion  is  $563  million  or  11 
percent  short  of  what  was  originally  authorized  in  ISTEA  for  the 
proposed  year.  This  shortfall  includes  a  25  percent  cut  in  section 
9  operating  program  and  a  40  percent  reduction  in  the  New  Start 
portion  of  section  3. 

Until  transit  programs  are  fully  funded  at  ISTEA  authorized  lev- 
els, there  should  be  a  fair  and  equitable  balance  between  the  for- 
mula programs,  sections  9  and  18,  and  section  3,  and  also  within 
the  respective  section  3  programs.  To  meet  these  equity  tests,  fund- 
ing should  be  consistent  with  the  authorized  program  funding  ratio 
as  called  for  in  ISTEA. 

Let's  examine  the  impact  of  cutting  transit  operating  assistance 
by  25  percent.  While  Federal  aid  is  a  small  percentage  of  operating 
revenue  for  all  transit  systems  combined,  it's  critical,  because  oper- 
ating budgets  have  been  cut  to  the  bones  for  years.  In  smaller  met- 
ropolitan areas,  Federal  aid  often  represents  30  to  40  percent  of  op- 
erating revenue. 

Using  just  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  mandates  for 
complementary  paratransit  service,  MARTA  expects  operating  costs 
for  this  program  to  increase  from  $1.9  million  in  fiscal  year  1994 
to  $3.7  million  in  fiscal  year  1995.  This  is  an  increase  of  $1.8  mil- 
lion in  operating  costs  at  a  time  when  the  Federal  assistance  pro- 
gram to  MARTA  is  being  proposed  for  a  cut  of  approximately  $1.4 
million.  Operating  assistance  cuts  will  harm  low-income  people, 
senior  citizens,  students,  and  people  with  disabilities  who  depend 
on  transit  because  they  have  no  alternative. 

Let's  now  examine  the  Administration's  proposal  to  cut  transit 
New  Starts  and  extensions  by  40  percent.  This  proposal  would  deal 
a  devastating  blow  to  current  plans  to  improve  and  expand  rail  sys- 
tems, trolley,  and  ferry  services  in  cities  and  jurisdictions  across 
the  Nation.  Under  the  Administration's  proposal,  two  out  of  every 
three  New  Start  and  extension  projects  authorized  in  ISTEA  would 
not  get  funded. 

MARTA  currently  has  three  projects  that  were  authorized  in 
ISTEA  but  do  not  yet  have  full  funding  grant  agreements.  These 
projects  include  the  Atlanta  North  Line  Extension,  which  runs 
through  the  fastest  growing  corridor  in  the  Atlanta  region,  and  is 
a  vital  program  to  respond  to  increasing  demand  for  public  trans- 
portation to  the  central  city  and  to  jobs  in  and  around  the  corridor. 
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We  are  concerned  that  the  budget  proposal  would  not  give  us  an 
opportunity  to  get  funding  commitments  for  this  project  for  at  least 
the  next  2  years. 

Another  indication  of  the  need  to  fund  the  Federal  Transit  Pro- 
gram is  a  new  study  by  APTA  which  you  referred  to  earlier,  Mr. 
Chairman,  which  finds  that  U.S.  transit  agencies  will  need  $38  bil- 
lion annually.  The  funds  are  needed  to  maintain  current  service 
and  complete  service  expansion  already  underway. 

The  amount  includes  an  annual  average  of  $22.7  billion  for  oper- 
ations and  $15.3  billion  for  capital  investments.  In  recognition  of 
increasing  funding  needs,  ISTEA  envisions  a  sharp  increase  in  the 
overall  transit  program  in  fiscal  year  1997.  Under  ISTEA,  author- 
ized transit  funding  jumps  from  $5.1  billion  in  fiscal  year  1996  to 
$7.3  billion  in  fiscal  year  1997,  an  increase  of  40  percent. 

The  Administration's  proposal  makes  little  progress  toward  this 
goal.  If  we  are  to  achieve  the  goals  envisioned  in  ISTEA,  then  we 
must  move  forward  with  fully  funding  the  transit  program. 

In  conclusion,  the  Administration's  transit  budget  proposal  does 
not  adequately  meet  current  and  future  transit  needs.  Transit  sys- 
tems appreciate  the  Administration's  proposal  to  increase  section  9 
capital,  but  most  will  be  unable  to  benefit  from  the  increase  with 
a  25  percent  decrease  in  the  operating  program.  Transit  operators 
cannot  afford  to  buy  buses  and  other  capital  equipment  that  they 
cannot  afford  to  operate. 

Finally,  the  proposal  to  cut  transit  New  Starts  and  extensions  is 
short-sighted,  and  will  impede  efforts  to  meet  transit  needs  in  our 
most  congested  urban  areas. 

We  urge  the  Congress  to  increase  funding  for  the  Federal  Transit 
Program  to  the  levels  envisioned  in  ISTEA  without  cutting  funding 
for  transit  operating  assistance. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  La  Sala,  we'd  be  happy  to  hear  from  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  LA  SALA,  INTERNATIONAL  PRESIDENT, 
AMALGAMATED  TRANSIT  UNION,  ROCKVLLLE,  MD 

Mr.  La  Sala.  Let  me  add  my  thanks,  Senator,  to  you  and  to  Sen- 
ator Moseley-Braun,  and  to  those  Committee  Members  in  their  ab- 
sence for  conducting  this  hearing,  and  for  giving  our  union  the  op- 
portunity to  testify  on  the  Impacts  of  the  Proposed  1995  Federal 
Transit  Administration's  Budget. 

For  the  record,  my  name  is  Jim  La  Sala,  and  since  1985,  I  have 
served  as  International  President  of  the  Amalgamated  Transit 
Union. 

Our  organization  represents  some  160,000  employees  in  the 
urban  mass  transit,  over  the  road,  and  school  bus  industries  in  46 
States  throughout  our  great  country.  Our  members  work  for  both 
private  and  public  transit  service  providers  in  a  wide  range  of 
urban,  suburban,  and  rural  settings  providing  fixed  route  service, 
paratransit  and  other  specialized  services  to  our  Nation's  citizens. 

Today,  we  are  deeply  concerned  that  a  transit  system  so  carefully 
designed  under  ISTEA  will  weaken  because  of  certain  funding 
choices  pending  before  the  United  States  Congress.  We  certainly 
recognize  that  the  Clinton  Administration  has  submitted  a  mass 
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transportation  budget  that  builds  on  last  year's  significant  funding 
increases.  Yet,  as  last  year's  22  percent  increase  in  transit  funding 
targeted  capital  program,  the  Congress  wisely  fended  off  efforts 
that  year  to  reduce  operating  assistance  below  the  $802  million 
level. 

While  this  year's  proposal  seeks  to  fully  fund  the  capital  portion 
of  both  the  Federal  highway  and  transit  formula  programs,  it 
would  seriously  slash  transit  operating  assistance  by  25  percent.  If 
implemented,  this  proposal  would  have  disastrous  effects  in  the 
transit  industry  by  causing  significant  reductions  in  service,  drops 
in  ridership,  fare  increases  and  potentially  thousands  of  layoffs 
among  the  200,000  transit  employees  in  virtually  every  large  and 
small  urban,  suburban,  and  rural  community  in  America. 

And  I  might,  just  for  a  moment,  Senator,  point  out  that  those 
that  are  mostly  affected  by  this  reduction  in  service  are  those  who 
are  on  minimum  wage,  those  who  are  working  at  MacDonald's,  or 
doing  domestic  work,  or  the  handicapped,  or  those  who  have  no 
lobby. 

As  operating  assistance  has  remained  frozen  since  1985,  the 
transit  industry  has  struggled  just  to  keep  up  with  the  growing  de- 
mands, while  at  the  same  time  facing  millions  of  dollars  in  new 
costs  imposed  by  mandates  such  as  the  Americans  with  Disabilities 
Act,  the  Clean  Air  Act,  and  the  Federal  drug  and  alcohol  testing. 

This  ill-conceived  proposal  to  reduce  operating  assistance  would, 
if  approved,  lead  to  an  immediate  downward  spiral  in  the  quality 
and  availability  of  reliable  public  transportation,  as  well  as  the  loss 
of  good  paying  jobs,  while  undermining  this  Administration's  pub- 
licly expressed  position  to  stimulate  job  growth  and  improve  our 
competitiveness  through  greater  investment  in  our  transportation 
infrastructure. 

Historically,  we  know  that  as  operating  revenues  decline,  as  they 
did  in  the  1950's  and  1960's,  from  post-war  ridership  declines, 
maintenance  is  the  first  to  suffer.  Thirty  years  ago,  this  placed  all 
of  our  systems  in  jeopardy.  The  then-private  companies  barely 
scraped  by  to  provide  service.  It  was  only  with  the  advent  of  the 
Federal  program  that  we  were  able  to  rescue  our  private  systems, 
improve  ridership  with  the  creation  of  newly  formed  public  agen- 
cies. We  now  fear  the  Administration's  proposal  could  again  take 
us  down  this  unfortunate  path. 

Reports  from  our  locals  confirm  the  results  of  the  American  Pub- 
lic Transit  Association's  recent  survey  of  some  120  systems  that 
nearly  7  out  of  every  10  public  transit  systems  would  have  to  raise 
fares.  Eighty-three  percent  of  the  surveyed  systems  indicate  the 
cuts  would  produce  service  reductions.  Three-quarters  of  the  tran- 
sit properties  indicated  layoffs  exceeding  15  percent,  and  that  these 
systems  would  be  forced  to  defer  safety  and  maintenance. 

We  believe  that  Congress  must  redirect  its  Federal  mass  trans- 
portation funding  to  maintain  operating  assistance  at  its  current 
level  and  work  toward  the  authorization  level  of  $1.1  billion. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  as  the  percent  of  Federal  operating 
aid  has  declined,  States  now  provide  almost  90  percent  of  all  tran- 
sit operating  assistance.  They  cannot  and  should  not  be  asked  to 
bear  an  even  greater  burden. 
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Also,  under  present  estimates,  we  expect  transit  layoffs  and  job 
losses  to  range  from  10,000  to  15,000.  This  number  could  rise  sig- 
nificantly if  service  cutbacks  interfere  with  established  commuting 
patterns  and  workers'  abilities  to  reach  existing  employment  des- 
tinations. 

The  need  is  clear  and  the  consequences  of  failing  to  provide  suffi- 
cient funding  are  ominous. 

We  recognize  that  in  recent  years,  efforts  to  maintain  or  secure 
increases  in  Federal  operating  assistance  have  had  to  overcome 
pressures  to  limit  those  funding  levels  in  the  face  of  the  increasing 
Federal  deficit,  the  fast  payout  schedule  for  operating  assistance, 
and  competition  from  the  ever  present  capital  needs  programs. 

To  respond  to  these  concerns  and  to  enable  transit  to  meet  its  en- 
hanced ADA,  environmental  and  safety  obligations,  we  have  pro- 
posed the  creation  of  a  "Transit  Safety,  Service  and  Standards 
Fund"  for  the  specific  purpose  of  making  Federal  operating  assist- 
ance available  to  help  offset  the  new  costs  faced  by  transit  grant 
recipients  from  these  new  Federal  mandates. 

The  safety  aspect  of  these  provisions  is  designed  to  specifically 
address  the  new  drug  and  alcohol  testing  requirements.  The  service 
component  would  be  used  to  support  the  operational  expenses  re- 
quired to  implement  the  new  ADA  service  mandates  and  the  stand- 
ards portion  would  be  used  to  address  the  operational  needs  for  in- 
stalling and  maintain  the  equipment  required  to  meet  the  new 
standards  imposed  by  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

We  believe  designating  a  portion  of  the  current  or  increased  oper- 
ating assistance  in  this  fashion  would  create  a  stronger  political 
and  substantive  basis  for  providing  the  necessary  funding  levels  to 
ensure  that  our  transit  systems  continue  to  perform  as  we  expect. 

Attached  hereto  is  a  Policy  Brief  which  discusses  this  proposal  in 
detail. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  union  has  always  been  prepared  to  do  its  part 
and  we've  approached  our  annual  round  of  contract  negotiations 
mindful  of  the  economic  pressures  facing  our  Nation's  communities. 
At  the  same  time,  of  course,  we  remain  steadfast  in  commitment 
to  the  well-being  of  our  members  who  bear  the  enormous  respon- 
sibility of  transporting  our  families  and  our  friends  to  work,  to 
shop,  and  to  visit  their  neighbors  and  relatives. 

Indeed,  wage  increases  which  over  the  last  3  years  averaged  just 
under  3  percent  annually  have  barely  served  to  keep  our  members' 
standard  of  living  in  line  with  the  cost  of  living  increases  and  the 
increasing  costs  of  health  care,  which  our  transit  systems  help 
make  available  to  millions  of  Americans. 

My  final  message  is  simple  and  direct.  It  makes  no  sense  to  have 
buses  that  cannot  run,  systems  that  need  repair,  and  service  needs 
that  go  unmet  because  of  the  lack  of  operating  dollars.  We  must 
continue  our  capital  investments,  but  if  transit  is  to  fulfill  its  prom- 
ise to  bring  renewed  economic  growth  to  our  cities,  link  suburban 
and  rural  areas,  and  ensure  that  we  meet  our  environmental  and 
mobility  needs,  sufficient  funding  is  needed  and  it  is  needed  now. 

I'm  afraid  that  what  we  lose  today  will  never  be  recaptured  to- 
morrow. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  again,  and  let  me  empha- 
size our  willingness  to  work  with  you,  this  Committee,  and  Con- 
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gress  to  ensure  that  our  Nation's  mass  highway  transportation  sys- 
tems are  maintained  at  the  highest  safety  standards.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Thank  you  for  a  very  strong  statement. 

We've  been  joined  by  Senator  Carol  Moseley-Braun. 

Carol,  do  you  have  a  statement? 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  CAROL  MOSELEY-BRAUN 

Senator  Moseley-Braun.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  have  a  statement, 
a  long  detailed  statement,  but  the  bell  has  run  for  a  vote  on  the 
floor,  and  I'm  afraid  it's  very  important  to  do  that.  Just  to  say,  I'd 
like  to  file  my  statement  for  the  record. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  Certainly. 

Senator  Moseley-Braun.  And  to  join  and  share  the  concern  that 
has  been  expressed  by  the  witnesses  I  have  been  able  to  hear,  and 
their  statements. 

I  am  very  much  concerned  about  the  cut  in  operating  assistance 
and  the  failure  to  fully  fund  ISTEA,  the  impact  of  new  unfunded 
mandates  that  may  be  good  mandates  and  well-intentioned,  but  the 
failure  to  fund  them  I  think  is  not  acceptable. 

Particularly  the  impact  of  the  shift  to  capital  from  operating  ex- 
penses that's  going  to  have  on  transit  systems,  both  in  urban  and 
in  rural  areas.  The  rural  areas  of  my  State  will  be  hit  as  hard,  if 
not  harder,  than  the  urbanized  areas.  And  so  it  seems  to  me,  this 
proposal  runs  absolutely  counter  to  the  commitments,  promises, 
and  the  direction  that  the  Administration  set  out  initially. 

I  hope  that  we  can  guide  them  to  a  more  constructive  policy  in 
this  area,  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
in  that  regard. 

Senator  Sarbanes.  I  hope  we  can  as  well. 

Gentlemen,  here's  what  we're  going  to  do.  These  are  very  strong 
statements  and  obviously  a  great  deal  of  care  has  gone  into  prepar- 
ing them.  I'm  going  to  adjourn  the  hearing.  I  don't  really  need  to 
come  back  and  ask  questions  because  I  think  you've  really  covered 
the  subject  very  well  in  the  prepared  statements. 

So  well,  in  fact,  that  I'm  going  to  be  certain — I  assume  the  De- 
partment will  do  this  in  any  event — but  we  want  to  be  certain  that 
they're  brought  specifically  to  the  Administrator's  attention,  so 
we're  going  to  send  down  an  annotated  version,  I  mean  highlighted 
versions  of  your  statements  to  him,  underscoring  some  of  the  points 
that  you've  made,  both  in  your  oral  and  your  written  testimony. 

We  very  much  appreciate  your  coming  today.  This  has  been  very 
helpful  testimony.  It's  very  important  to  get  this  on  the  right  track 
and  keep  it  on  the  right  track,  as  you  have  observed,  and  we're 
most  appreciative. 

Now,  we're  going  to  have  to  go  and  vote,  and  then  we're  likely 
to  have  a  follow-up  vote,  and  I  think  probably  the  best  course  is 
to  thank  you  for  your  testimony  and  to  declare  this  hearing  ad- 
journed. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[Whereupon,  at  11:45  a.m.,  Wednesday,  March  23,  1994,  the 
Committee  was  adjourned,  subject  to  call  of  the  chair.] 

[Prepared  statements  of  witnesses  follow:] 


78-942  -  94  -  3 
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PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  CHRISTOPHER  S.  BOND 

March  23, 1994 

Thank  you,  Chairman  Sarbanes,  for  calling  this  important  hearing  on  the  impact 
of  the  proposed  Fiscal  Year  1995  Budget  for  the  Federal  Transit  Administration.  I 
have  several  other  commitments  this  morning,  but  I  plan  to  review  the  testimony 
carefully  and  fully. 

The  Administration  proposes  a  Federal  Transit  Authority  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year 
1995  of  $4.8  billion,  which  is  a  4  percent  increase  over  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  appro- 
priation of  $4.6  billion  for  Federal  Transit  Authority  Programs.  Nevertheless,  the 
Administration's  Budget  Request  for  Federal  Transit  Authority  Programs  will  mean 
certain  shortfalls  from  the  anticipated  authorized  amounts  under  the  Intermodel 
Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA).  These  budget  shortfalls  are  reflected 
in  reduced  amounts  in  operating  assistance  and  Section  3  New  Start  Rail  Projects. 

I  am  especially  concerned  over  the  proposed  25  percent  reduction  under  the  Presi- 
dent's Budget  in  Federal  Transit  operating  assistance.  I  expect  my  concerns  to  be 
echoed  by  Mr.  Sundermeyer,  the  Director  of  the  Division  of  Transportation  for  the 
Missouri  Highway  and  Transportation  Department.  Mr.  Sundermeyer  has  been  kind 
enough  to  lend  his  expertise  and  wide  experience  on  transportation  issues  to  the  de- 
liberations of  the  Housing  Subcommittee.  Thank  you  Chairman  Sarbanes  for  asking 
Mr.  Sundermeyer  to  testify  today.  I  think  you  will  find  his  testimony  very  helpful. 

I  emphasize  that  the  proposed  25  percent  reduction  in  operating  subsidies  from 
the  Federal  Government  could  prove  very  damaging  to  the  ability  of  local  transit 
systems  to  meet  local  needs.  In  particular,  reductions  in  operating  subsidies  will 
mean  reduced  transit  services  or  increased  fares.  In  both  cases,  low-  and  moderate- 
income  persons  and  those  who  rely  on  public  transportation  will  suffer  the  most. 

I  am  concerned  also  with  the  proposed  40  percent  reduction  in  the  Section  3  New 
Starts  money.  In  particular,  this  reduction  could  jeopardize  funding  for  an  extension 
of  the  St.  Louis  Metrolink  light  rail  system  into  Illinois.  This  is  an  important  exten- 
sion which  we  should  be  encouraging  rather  than  eliminating. 

Again,  thank  you  Chairman  Sarbanes,  for  calling  this  important  hearing.  Good 
local  transportation  is  important  to  everyone. 


PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  DONALD  W.  RIEGLE,  JR. 

This  morning  the  Committee  will  discuss  our  Nation's  mass  transit  needs  and  the 
impact  of  the  proposed  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget  on  America's  transit  systems.  Tran- 
sit is  vital  to  the  health  and  quality  of  life  oi  Americans  living  in  large  urban  areas, 
as  well  as  small  towns.  Transit  reduces  congestion  and  air  pollution  and  provides 
transportation  to  millions  of  people — including  low-income  residents,  the  elderly, 
persons  with  disabilities,  and  youths — who  otherwise  have  no  means  of  getting 
around. 

This  morning's  hearing  will  identify  our  Nation's  transit  needs  in  relation  to  the 
President's  proposed  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget.  Despite  tight  constraints  on  Federal 
resources,  the  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget  provides  a  modest  increase  in  funding  for 
the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA).  I  am  pleased  that  the  Administration 
recognizes  the  importance  of  transit  to  the  Nation.  However,  I  am  concerned  about 
some  of  the  shifts  in  resources  within  FTA's  budget.  While  I  am  pleased  to  see  a 
$625  million  increase  in  capital  grants,  I  am  concerned  about  a  proposed  $200  mil- 
lion decrease  in  Section  9  operating  assistance. 

Operating  assistance  is  critical  to  the  ability  of  transit  authorities  to  meet  the 
needs  of  their  communities.  A  recent  survey  by  the  American  Public  Transit  Asso- 
ciation found  that,  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  reductions,  83  percent  of  the  Nation's 
transit  agencies  will  have  to  reduce  service  and  75  percent  will  have  to  cut  employ- 
ees. In  my  home  State  of  Michigan,  transit  operators  have  told  me  that  the  proposed 
cuts  will  result  in  reductions  in  service  and  fare  increases  for  riders. 

Although  I  sympathize  with  the  Administration's  concerns  about  controlling  budg- 
et outlays,  I  strongly  believe  the  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  our  na- 
tional transportation  network  should  continue  to  be  a  partnership  between  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  States,  and  localities.  If  we  reduce  operating  assistance,  the  bur- 
den will  be  felt  disproportionately  by  the  working  poor,  working  class,  the  elderly, 
and  handicapped.  They  will  become  the  victims  of  reduced  services  and  higher  fares. 

I  commend  Senator  Sarbanes  for  holding  this  hearing  to  examine  the  needs  of 
transit  in  making  our  communities  livable.  I  look  forward  to  future  discussions  on 
this  issue. 
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PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  CAROL  MOSELEY-BRAUN 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  holding  this  important  hearing  to  discuss  this  Na- 
tion's transit  funding  needs.  We  are  here  today  to  discuss  transit's  importance  in 
providing  access  to  jobs,  health  care,  and  other  basic  services  to  transit  dependent 
persons  in  urban  and  rural  areas;  reducing  congestion,  improving  air  quality,  reduc- 
ing energy  consumption,  and  our  reliance  on  foreign  oil;  and  serving  persons  with 
disabilities. 

Achieving  these  goals  requires  capital  investments  for  the  rehabilitation,  replace- 
ment, and  modernization  of  existing  equipment.  The  Clean  Air  Act,  for  example,  re- 
quires transit  systems  to  modernize  their  bus  fleets  to  use  pollution  reduction  tech- 
nology. The  costs  for  cleaner  running  buses  range  from  an  additional  $14,000  to 
$64,000  per  bus.  This  does  not  include  the  cost  of  establishing  new  maintenance  and 
refueling  stations,  which  is  also  required  under  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

Additional  capital  investments  in  transit  will  help  meet  these  needs.  I  strongly 
support  the  Administration's  proposal  to  increase  funds  to  the  Section  9  formula 
programs.  This  increase  will  help  transit  operators  make  the  necessary  repairs  and 
improvements  to  their  transit  systems  to  meet  the  social,  economic,  and  environ- 
mental needs  of  this  country. 

However,  I  am  concerned  about  the  Administration's  proposed  cuts  in  transit  op- 
erating assistance.  Reducing  the  flexibility  on  how  transit  funding  can  be  spent,  will 
ultimately  affect  transit  service.  One  of  the  Administration's  seven  stated  transpor- 
tation goals  is  to  "put  people  first  in  our  transportation  system  by  making  it  rel- 
evant and  accessible  to  users."  I  wonder  how  this  goal  can  be  met,  when  operating 
assistance  is  cut  by  25  percent.  I  am  extremely  concerned  about  what  operating  cuts 
will  mean  to  communities  nationwide  and  in  my  State. 

Transit  operators  in  my  State  have  told  me  they  will  be  forced  to  cut  service  and 
increase  fares.  Such  fare  increases  and  service  cuts  is  not  making  "transportation 
systems  relevant  and  accessible  to  users."  In  just  the  Chicago  region  alone,  transit 
operators  will  lose  over  $12  million  in  operating  assistance. 

In  the  downstate  areas,  where  transit  systems  are  extremely  vulnerable  and  rely 
even  more  heavily  on  Federal  operating  assistance  to  keep  the  buses  moving,  these 
cuts  will  be  crippling.  In  my  State,  for  every  dollar  of  Federal  operating  assistance 
that  is  cut,  transit  systems  in  downstate  urban  areas  will  experience  an  additional 
cut  of  about  63  cents,  because  of  the  reduction  in  State  matching  funds  and  local 
revenues. 

Under  the  Administration's  proposal,  the  Rock  Island  Metropolitan  Mass  Transit 
System  will  lose  $167,000  in  Federal  operating  assistance  and  an  additional 
$105,000  from  State  matching  funds  and  fare  box  reduction  due  to  service  cuts  for 
a  total  of  $273,000.  The  Rock  Island  Transit  District  has  already  raised  its  fares 
by  20  percent  this  year  in  order  to  meet  unfunded  Federal  mandates,  such  as  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act.  It  can  not  raise  fares  again. 
As  a  result,  service  cuts  are  Rock  Islands'  only  option.  This  situation  is  faced  by 
other  transit  operators  in  my  State. 

The  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA),  which  has  the  important  goal  of  mak- 
ing transit  accessible  to  the  disabled,  will  also  significantly  increase  costs  to  transit 
operators  in  my  State.  It  takes  real  money  to  achieve  ADA  goals.  For  example,  ADA 
has  increased  the  number  of  people  eligible  for  transit  services  in  the  Springfield, 
Illinois  area.  During  the  last  18  months,  the  number  of  ADA  eligible  individuals  has 
increased  from  275  to  955  people  in  Springfield.  In  1992,  paratransit  cost  was 
$297,000.  The  estimated  cost  for  1994  is  $340,000.  This  is  occurring  throughout  my 
State.  Once  again,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  one  of  the  Administration's  seven 
stated  transportation  goals  is  to  "put  people  first  in  our  transportation  system  by 
making  it  relevant  and  accessible  to  users." 

Given  these  fiscal  burdens,  cutting  operating  assistance  will  undercut  transit  sys- 
tems ability  to  meet  important  national  goals.  I  urge  the  Administration  to  recon- 
sider its  proposal  and  provide  the  kind  of  support  that  transit  systems  in  this  coun- 
try need  and  deserve. 

I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  today's  witnesses.  I  know  their  testimony  will  be 
of  great  help  to  the  Committee  as  we  work  to  meet  this  Nation's  transit  needs. 
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PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  GORDON  J.  LINTON 

Administrator,  Federal  Transit  Administration 

United  States  Department  of  Transportation 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  Gordon  J.  Linton,  Administrator 
of  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA).  Thank  vou  for  this  opportunity  to  ap- 
pear before  you  today  to  discuss  the  President's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposal  as 
it  relates  to  transit. 

Introduction 

At  the  outset,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  note  that  we  are  seeing  increasing  recogni- 
tion of  the  key  role  the  Federal  transit  program  plays  in  transportation  policy,  and 
we  believe  much  of  this  derives  from  the  landmark  1991  Intermodal  Surface  Trans- 
portation Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  that  we  are  now  proudly  implementing.  We  appre- 
ciate the  major  role  this  Committee  played  in  drafting  the  transit  portions  of  the 
ISTEA,  and  we  look  forward  to  working  with  you  as  we  continue  to  implement  its 
provisions. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposal  is  the  third  budget  submitted  to  Congress 
since  enactment  of  the  ISTEA,  ana  we  are  pleased  to  report  that  it  represents  the 
largest  transit  budget  ever  proposed  to  Congress,  $4.8  billion.  Under  the  President's 
budget  request,  each  transit  system  in  the  country  will  receive  more  Federal  money 
than  it  diet  last  year.  We  have  fulfilled  our  promise  to  fully  fund  our  formula  grants 
program  at  the  ISTEA  authorized  levels,  and  are  requesting  an  increase  of  19  per- 
cent in  Federal  formula  funds  over  last  year  for  a  total  of  $2.9  billion.  These  funds 
are  used  by  communities  largely  to  maintain  or  expand  existing  bus  and  rail  sys- 
tems, and  to  help  comply  with  the  Clean  Air  Act,  the  Americans  with  Disabilities 
Act,  and  other  statutory  requirements. 

In  your  letter  requesting  us  to  testify  at  this  hearing,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  asked 
us  to  address  four  facets  of  the  Federal  transit  program:  operating  assistance,  new 
starts,  transit's  role  in  community  development,  and  our  proposals  to  enhance  tran- 
sit's role  in  our  communities.  I  will  address  each  of  those  issues  in  turn. 

Operating  Assistance 

While  we  are  requesting  the  largest  budget  in  the  history  of  the  transit  program, 
much  attention  is  focused  on  the  proposed  $202  million  reduction  in  operating  as- 
sistance, from  $802  million  to  $600  million.  In  trying  to  meet  the  spending  targets 
for  fiscal  year  1995,  we  had  to  make  some  very  tough  choices.  In  short,  we  are  pro- 
posing to  put  more  of  the  Federal  dollars  into  capital  investment  because  we  think 
it  is  a  more  strategic  investment. 

At  present,  the  average  age  of  the  American  transit  bus  fleet  is  8.2  years  when 
it  should  be  no  more  than  6  years.  Similarly,  the  average  age  of  our  rail  rolling 
stock  is  17  years  when  it  should  be  12.  While  the  average  ages  of  both  fleets  has 
risen  in  the  past  few  years,  clearly,  additional  capital  investment  in  transit  is  still 
needed.  Newer  vehicles  are  more  efficient  in  several  ways.  They  reduce  maintenance 
costs,  consume  less  fuel,  and  present  a  more  attractive  transportation  alternative, 
thereby  attracting  riders. 

I  know  that  it  will  not  be  easy  for  our  transit  authorities  to  adjust  to  a  reduction 
in  Federal  operating  assistance,  but  the  current  economic  climate  presents  a  real 
opportunity  to  do  so  with  less  disruption.  Interest  rates  are  down,  allowing  transit 
authorities  to  refinance  their  debt  at  significant  savings,  inflation  is  down,  and  fuel 
prices  are  relatively  low.  With  the  economy  growing,  transit  revenues  should  in- 
crease. 

New  Starts 

Our  first  priority  is  to  fully  fund  the  Formula  Grants  programs.  Not  only  does 
every  area  of  the  country  receive  a  pro  rata  share  of  such  programs,  but  formula 
funds  may  be  used  for  a  grew  variety  of  activities,  and  grantees  are  free  to  decide 
how  to  use  those  funds— for  bus,  rail,  or  other  capital  facilities.  Consistent  with  our 
policy  to  emphasize  rehabilitation,  we  propose  funding  the  Fixed  Guideway  Mod- 
ernization and  Bus  categories  at  about  the  fiscal  year  1994  levels.  The  $400  million 
remaining  for  New  Starts,  while  a  reduction  from  fiscal  year  1994,  will  allow  us  to 
meet  all  five  of  our  current  commitments  under  Full  Funding  Grant  Agreements 
(FFGAs).  We  will  continue  to  work  with  other  transit  authorities  that  have  projects 
in  the  pipeline  to  move  them  toward  FFGAs. 
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Flexible  Funding 

There  are  other  capital  resources  available  as  well,  Mr.  Chairman.  From  the  per- 
spective of  the  transit  program,  undoubtedly  the  most  significant  and  innovative 
change  mandated  by  the  ISTEA  is  what  we  call  the  "flexible  funding"  provisions — 
the  portions  of  the  Federal  highway  and  transit  programs  that  have  been  freed  up 
to  allow  decisionmakers  at  the  State  or  local  level  to  decide  for  themselves  whether 
to  allocate  the  funds  to  highway  or  transit  projects.  This  flexibility  at  the  local  level 
has  really  begun  to  change  profoundly  the  way  in  which  transportation  decisions  are 
being  made  across  the  country.  As  State  and  local  officials  attempt  to  balance  the 
competing  needs  and  demands  of  clean  air,  congestion  mitigation,  the  Americans 
with  Disabilities  Act,  and  the  comprehensive  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992,  the  flexible 
funding  provisions  provide  resources  to  stimulate  transportation  solutions,  not  just 
highway  or  transit  projects. 

Specifically,  Congress  in  ISTEA  provides  a  potential  $70  billion  in  flexible  funding 
over  6  years  for  transit  or  highway  projects.  In  fiscal  year  1992  approximately  $300 
million  was  transferred  for  transit  use,  in  fiscal  year  1993  some  $470  million  has 
been  transferred,  and  approximately  $200  million  has  been  transferred  this  year.  In 
total,  this  represents  close  to  $1  billion  to  date  in  additional  capital  funding  for  the 
transit  program. 

Transit  and  Community  Needs 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  also  asked  about  the  importance  of  transit  to  communities  and 
how  the  Administration  intends  to  address  those  needs.  These  questions  are  consid- 
ered in  detail  in  our  report  submitted  to  Congress  last  year  on  "The  Status  of  the 
Nation's  Highways,  Bridges,  and  Transit:  Conditions  and  Performance."  We  will  be 
submitting  this  year's  report  in  June. 

This  report  emphasizes  that  increases  in  highway  capacity  cannot  keep  pace  with 
the  increase  in  travel  demand,  especially  in  the  urban  areas.  In  fact,  FHWA  reports 
that  83,000  lane-miles  of  urban  highway  capacity  cannot  be  built  over  the  next  20 
years  because  of  various  constraints  on  new  highway  construction.  Well  chosen  mass 
transportation  investments  can  play  a  major  role  in  meeting  a  portion  of  the  esti- 
mated 627  billion  passenger  miles  in  annual  unmet  travel  demand.  The  increased 
capital  investment  in  mass  transit  reflected  in  this  budget  lays  the  foundation  for 
meeting  this  challenge. 

FTA  strives  to  harmonize  transportation  investment  and  environmental  concerns. 
The  percentage  of  urban  interstate  travel  that  is  congested  during  the  daily  peak 
hour  increased  from  55.4  percent  in  1983  to  70.2  percent  in  1991.  Congestion  in  the 
Nation's  50  largest  urban  areas  now  costs  more  than  $39  billion  annually  in  lost 
productivity  ana  fuel  costs. 

Over  the  next  20  years,  we  must  improve  public  transportation  if  we  are  to  meet 
the  travel  needs  of  all  Americans,  particularly  those  residing  and  working  in  con- 
gested areas.  Research  on  travel  needs  shows  that  we  cannot  meet  these  needs  sole- 
ly by  building  roads.  In  congested  travel  corridors,  we  must  make  transit  a  more 
effective  alternative  to  driving  a  car.  This  means  increased  capital  investment. 

By  increasing  the  amount  of  Federal  capital  assistance,  transit  agencies  will  be 
able  to  modernize  their  equipment,  provide  more  dependable  transit  service  by  re- 
placing older  vehicles  more  quickly,  and  operate  more  efficiently  by  making  more 
timely  repairs  to  older  facilities  and  equipment. 

Not  only  is  an  increase  in  capital  assistance  needed  for  cities,  it  is  also  critical 
for  the  environment.  Modern  buses  are  manufactured  to  meet  the  newer,  stricter, 
clean  air  standards,  another  top  priority  with  the  President,  the  Congress,  and  the 
Nation. 

And  increased  capital  assistance  is  necessary  for  the  transit  rider.  For  transit 
agencies  to  provide  service  to  persons  with  disabilities,  a  transit  agency  needs  acces- 
sible buses,  stations,  and  rail  cars,  which  means  capital  expenditures.  Moreover, 
new  stations,  buses,  and  rail  cars  are  likely  to  attract  new  riders. 

Livable  Communities 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  also  asked  what  specific  proposals  we  could  suggest  to  ensure 
that  transit  is  an  integral  part  of  community  and  economic  development.  The  recent 
earthquake  in  Los  Angeles  dramatically  illustrated  to  me  and  the  Secretary,  and  I 
am  sure  to  you  as  well,  how  critical  a  role  transit  can  play.  Overnight,  ridership 
on  the  Metrolink  commuter  rail  increased  from  13,000  per  day  to  33,000  per  day. 
This  vividly  demonstrates  the  importance  of  transit,  and  highlights  the  inherent 
shortcomings  of  a  region  relying  extensively  on  a  single  mode  of  transportation. 

Our  budget  request  for  fiscalyear  1995  proposes  a  new  Livable  Communities  Ini- 
tiative to  be  funded  within  the  Section  3  Discretionary  Grants  Program.  For  those 
who  lack  access  to  an  automobile,  are  unable  to  drive,  or  simply  do  not  want  to 
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drive,  options  become  more  limited  every  day.  Americans  are  now  making  more  auto 
trips  per  day  than  ever  before  and  the  trips  we  are  making  are  increasingly  longer. 
In  part,  this  phenomenon  is  due  to  the  way  we  design  our  cities  and  suburbs.  Re- 
gional shopping  malls  are  surrounded  and  isolated  by  acres  of  paved  parking,  typi- 
cally do  not  have  transit  service,  and  lack  sidewalks  to  adjacent  housing  and  to 
roadways  where  transit  might  be  available.  Further,  other  shopping,  health  care  fa- 
cilities, and  social  services  tend  to  locate  along  highway  arterials  that  likewise  lack 
access  for  modes  other  than  autos.  Such  design,  oriented  only  around  the  auto- 
mobile, whether  conscious  or  not,  discourages  access  by  bicyclists,  pedestrians,  and 
transit  users. 

However,  design  concepts  exist  that  can  accommodate  several  transportation  al- 
ternatives. Communities  that  are  designed  with  a  mix  of  employment,  housing,  and 
retail  nearby  as  well  as  within  walking  distance  of  transit  stops  can  increase  the 
number  of  trips  made  by  mass  transit,  bicycles,  and  walking,  thereby  decreasing 
single  occupant  auto  trips.  Such  modal  shifts  can  decrease  congestion,  reduce  air 
and  noise  pollution,  and  improve  the  general  mobility  of  our  population.  Locating 
housing  near  transit  can  decrease  the  need  for  second  or  third  vehicles.  We  plan 
to  use  $30  million  as  supplemental  funding  for  transit  projects  that  fully  involve  the 
neighborhood,  provide  access  to  services  such  as  daycare  facilities  and  convenience 
stores  at  the  transit  facility,  and  encourage  mixed  use  neighborhoods  that  include 
residential,  commercial,  and  office  space.  In  short,  the  Livable  Communities  Initia- 
tive is  designed  to  encourage  land  use,  urban  design  and  planning  that  embraces 
transit  use. 

Conclusion 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  conclude  by  emphasizing  that  the  Clinton  Administration 
is  a  strong  supporter  of  mass  transit  as  a  vital  component  of  our  Nation's  infrastruc- 
ture, as  the  President's  budget  amply  demonstrates.  Budget  constraints  forced  us 
to  make  some  tough  decisions  on  operating  assistance,  but  this  is  a  difficult  time 
for  our  Nation  and  all  of  us  have  been  asked  to  make  sacrifices — short-term  sac- 
rifices that  in  the  long  term  will  make  us  a  stronger  Nation.  Sacrifices  that  will  help 
to  reduce  the  deficit  choking  our  Nation  and  our  ability  to  respond  to  the  needs  of 
our  customers — the  American  citizen. 

We  have  asked  transit  agencies  to  join  us  in  the  effort  by  making  a  small  sacrifice 
in  operating  assistance  and  restructuring  their  budgets  to  accommodate  a  large  in- 
vestment in  capital  assistance.  We  are  asking  them  to  do  this  at  a  time  when  fuel 
costs  have  dropped,  inflation  is  low,  the  cost  of  debt  service  is  down,  and  the  econ- 
omy is  picking  up.  Agencies  can  best  restructure  their  budgets  now  by  offsetting  op- 
erating assistance  with  the  major  capital  increase  we  have  proposed,  permitting 
America  to  rebuild  its  transportation  infrastructure  for  the  next  century  and  making 
transit  an  attractive  alternative  to  our  congested  highways. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  presentation.  I  stand  ready  to  work 
with  you  and  Members  of  the  Committee  as  partners  in  this  process,  and  will  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 


PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  A.  AGRO,  JR. 
Administrator  of  the  Maryland  Mass  Transit  Administration 

Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee.  I  appreciate  your 
invitation  to  testify  before  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Housing  and  Urban  Affairs 
to  address  the  proposed  fiscal  year  1995  budget  for  the  Federal  Transit  Administra- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know,  the  State  of  Maryland  has  a  very  successful  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation.  The  Mass  Transit  Administration  is  a  modal  administration 
of  the  Maryland  Department  of  Transportation.  Our  sister  agencies  have  respon- 
sibilities for  highways,  aviation,  toll  facilities,  ports,  and  motor  vehicles.  All  trans- 
portation services  are  funded  from  a  dedicated  Consolidated  Transportation  Trust 
Fund.  This  fosters  intermodal  planning  and  intermodal  decision-making.  Within 
Maryland,  mobility  decisions  are  indeed  transportation  decisions,  as  opposed  to 
highway  decisions  or  transit  decisions.  It  is  an  objective  of  the  Maryland  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  to  create  a  "seamless"  transportation  network.  Such  a  sys- 
tem facilitates  uninterrupted  transfer  from  one  mode  to  another.  In  essence,  for 
years  Maryland  has  taken  an  intermodal  approach  to  transportation  decision  mak- 
ing, which  is  the  overriding  theme  of  the  U.S.  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation 
Efficiency  Act. 
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The  Maryland  Mass  Transit  Administration  funds  and  provides  numerous  types 
of  transit  service  throughout  the  State.  In  addition  to  operating  an  extensive  bus 
system  in  the  Baltimore  area,  we  also  operate  a  14-mile  Metro  between  Charles 
Center  in  downtown  Baltimore  and  Owings  Mills,  a  recently  completed  22.5-mile 
Light  Rail  line  between  Timonium  in  Baltimore  County  and  Glen  Burnie  in  Anne 
Arundel  County,  and  our  very  successful  MARC  Commuter  Rail  serving  Baltimore, 
Washington,  Northeastern  Maryland,  and  Western  Maryland.  We  also  provide  cap- 
ital and  operating  assistance  to  smaller  urban  and  rural  areas  throughout  Maryland 
in  support  of  local  and  specialized  transit  services. 

Maryland  has  frequently  taken  an  intermodal  approach  to  projects  many  years 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  ISTEA.  In  1971,  the  city  of  Baltimore  and  the  State  of 
Maryland  jointly  decided  to  withdraw  several  segments  of  interstate  highways  and 
transfer  these  funds  to  build  Sections  B  and  C  of  the  Baltimore  Metro,  and  establish 
a  suburban  bus  system  in  the  Baltimore  Area,  as  well  as  to  fund  some  highway  im- 
provements in  the  Baltimore  area  and  in  Western  Maryland.  Also,  our  second  sec- 
tion of  the  Baltimore  Metro  to  Owings  Mills  was  built  in  the  median  of  the  North- 
west Expressway  (1-795)  which  saved  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State  mil- 
lions of  dollars  by  combining  two  important  transportation  projects  in  one  corridor. 
With  this  project,  the  Maryland  Department  of  Transportation  brought  to  one  table 
the  State  Highway  Administration,  the  Federal  Highway  Administration,  the  Mass 
Transit  Administration,  and  the  former  Urban  Mass  Transit  Administration  to  plan, 
analyze,  and  fund  these  two  projects. 

Since  the  Administration  published  its  proposed  fiscal  year  1995  budget,  I  have 
analyzed  its  impact  on  transit  nationwide,  and  specifically  on  the  effect  such  a  budg- 
et would  have  on  the  Mass  Transit  Administration  in  Maryland.  The  proposed  fiscal 
year  1995  will  have  negative  impacts  on  the  transit  services  and  financial  respon- 
sibilities of  the  MTA. 

Let  me  respond  directly  to  the  four  major  points  put  forth  in  the  Subcommittee's 
letter  to  me. 

What  effect  will  a  reduction  in  operating  assistance  have  on  transit  authority  oper- 
ations, specifically  fare,  employment,  and  service  levels? 

The  Administration's  proposed  25  percent  reduction  in  the  annual  level  of  Federal 
operating  assistance  would  limit  MTA's  responsiveness  to  our  customers.  MTA  is  an 
efficiently  run  organizationally  in  regard  to  financial  management  and  service  deliv- 
ery. We  are  mandated  by  State  Law  to  annually  recover  50  percent  of  our  operating 
costs  from  farebox  proceeds  and  other  revenue,  such  as  from  advertising  and  joint 
development  proceeds.  Every  dollar  cut  from  the  budget  equates  to  a  service  reduc- 
tion or  a  fare  increase.  Frequently,  reductions  in  transit  service  yield  curtailment 
and  elimination  of  transit  service.  This  has  the  effect  of  driving  our  ridership  down 
and  reducing  revenues. 

In  January,  1993,  due  to  a  severe  decline  in  State  revenues,  MTA  was  required 
to  reduce  its  transit  operating  budget  by  $7.5  million.  This  reduction  resulted  in  the 
system-wide  elimination  of  numerous  routes  and  a  reduction  in  the  level  of  service 
provided  on  other  routes,  as  well.  In  addition,  the  Mass  Transit  Administration  was 
required  to  increase  its  fares  to  achieve  the  50  percent  farebox  recovery.  In  most 
instances,  these  were  extremely  difficult  actions  to  take.  Among  other  things,  it 
made  it  more  difficult  for  people  to  get  to  their  jobs,  to  medical  appointments  and 
to  make  other  daily  trips. 

Specifically,  the  Administration's  budget  would  reduce  fiscal  year  1994  appropria- 
tion of  $10.9  million  in  Federal  operating  assistance  by  $2.8  million.  This  reduction 
would  require  us  to  eliminate  additional  transit  routes.  Preventive  maintenance  pro- 
grams would  also  be  scaled  back,  which  could  lead  to  higher  operating  costs,  and 
capital  investments  in  future  years. 

It  will  also  limit  our  ability  to  expand  service  to: 

1.  Add  capacity  on  overcrowded  popular  services,  such  as:  urban  bus  service;  sub- 
urban commuter  bus  service;  MARC  commuter  rail  service. 

2.  Begin  service  in  new  transit  markets  thereby  addressing  the  needs  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act. 

3.  Experiment  with  innovative  service  packages  to  broaden  the  transit  ridership 
base. 

Local  transit  systems  in  small  urban  areas  (Frederick,  Hagerstown,  Cumberland, 
Annapolis)  will  be  effected  by  the  Administration's  proposed  reduction  in  Federal  op- 
erating assistance,  as  well. 

Local  transit  systems  in  small  urban  areas,  not  only  play  an  important  and  grow- 
ing role  in  providing  general  transportation,  but  they  also  play  a  predominant  role 
for  the  segment  of  the  population  that  is  elderly  or  disabled.  In  these  instances, 
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transit  plays  a  more  personal  and  direct  role  in  the  level  of  the  quality  of  life  that 
individuals  achieve. 

Over  $3  million  in  Federal,  State,  and  local  funds  are  annually  budgeted  for  oper- 
ating assistance  for  small  urban  area  transit  systems.  The  Administration's  budget 
woum  result  in  over  one-half  million  dollars  in  reduced  aid  or  a  17  percent  reduc- 
tion. These  systems  cannot  absorb  nor  can  the  local  jurisdictions  or  State  fund  this 
Federal  reduction.  I  can  confidently  say  that  for  smaller  urban  areas,  increased  cap- 
ital funding,  as  proposed  by  the  Administration,  will  not  benefit  these  systems,  as 
would  a  restoration  or  increase  in  Federal  operating  assistance.  If  the  proposed 
budget  to  reduce  operating  assistance  is  enacted,  the  curtailment  or  elimination  of 
some  service  provided  by  small  urban  transit  systems  will  definitely  result. 

What  effect  will  a  reduction  in  the  Section  3  New  Start  Systems  program  have  on 
communities  this  year,  and  future  transit  investment? 

The  Administration  has  established  infrastructure  renewal  and  expansion  to  be 
a  major  goal  of  its  agenda  for  transit.  However,  the  reduction  of  Section  3  New  Start 
Funds  seems  contradictory  to  this  goal.  In  Maryland,  the  capital  program  for  transit 
includes  considerable  system  preservation  and  system  expansion.  These  improve- 
ments will  undoubtedly  generate  many  long-term  jobs,  as  well  as  provide  an  infu- 
sion of  funds  into  the  engineering  and  construction  industry.  Furthermore,  many  of 
the  system  expansion  projects  will  result  in  economic  development  spin-off,  such  as 
joint  development  around  transit  and  commuter  rail  stations.  This  will  also  provide 
transit  access  to  job  opportunities  throughout  the  State. 

Between  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1999,  MTA  plans  to  spend  almost  $1  bil- 
lion on  capital  projects  for  its  bus,  Metro,  Light  Rail,  and  MARC  Commuter  Rail 
systems.  The  funding  for  this  program  reflects  a  financial  partnership  between  the 
local,  State,  and  Federal  Governments.  Maryland  recognizes  the  potential  of  transit 
to  enhance  mobility  between  urban  centers  and  within  rural  areas,  to  impact  devel- 
opment and  real  estate  values,  and  to  improve  air  quality.  Therefore,  a  decision  to 
expand  and  enhance  transit's  role  throughout  Maryland  has  been  made. 

The  reduction  of  Section  3  New  Start  Funds  is  of  considerable  concern  to  us.  The 
expansion  of  light  rail  and  commuter  rail  Within  Maryland  relies  on  an  annual  ap- 
propriation of  New  Start  Funds.  In  particular,  we  are  about  to  enter  into  a  Full 
Funding  Agreement  with  FTA  for  three  extensions  to  our  successful  light  rail  line 
in  Baltimore  the  first  22.5  miles  of  which  were  funded  entirely  with  State  and  local 
funds.  Two  weeks  ago,  MTA  solicited  bids  for  a  Design-Build  contract  for  these  three 
extensions.  The  prospect  of  no  New  Start  Funds  this  year  will  mean  a  delay  in  Fed- 
eral reimbursement  of  State  funds  advanced  for  the  project.  My  fear,  however,  is 
that  a  continued  annual  reduction  in  New  Start  Funds  next  year,  with  no  allocation 
for  the  light  rail  project,  will  result  in  a  much  greater  impact.  No  New  Start  Funds, 
or  an  amount  less  than  what  is  needed  next  year,  could  mean  a  slowing  down  or 
halting  of  certain  aspects  on  the  construction  of  these  extensions.  This,  of  course, 
could  result  in  possible  increases  in  project  cost  and  a  delay  in  project  completion. 

Repeated  deferrals  in  Section  3  New  Start  funding  will  require  larger  allocations 
in  the  out-years  of  ISTEA.  The  prospect  of  receiving  such  larger  allocations,  in  the 
final  years  of  ISTEA,  will  be  extremely  difficult. 

A  fiscal  year  1995  reduction  in  New  Starts  Funds  will  have  a  more  immediate 
impact  on  the  ability  to  move  forward  with  the  capital  program  for  MARC — Mary- 
land's commuter  rail  system — if  New  Start  Funds  are  reduced. 

The  Maryland  Rail  Commuter  Service  (MARC)  is  an  integral  component  of  Mary- 
land's transportation  system.  MARC  serves  as  a  major  means  of  commuting  for  over 
19,000  people  daily  and  ridership  is  increasing  at  the  rate  of  20  percent  per  year. 
MARC  is  a  vital  link  from  Western  and  Central  Maryland  to  the  Washington,  DC 
area.  Over  85  percent  of  MARC's  total  daily  ridership  is  comprised  of  trips  to  the 
Nation's  Capital. 

The  system  requires  maior  physical  improvements  if  its  success  is  to  be  sustained. 
It's  major  problems  include  a  shortage  of  passenger  cars,  unreliable  older  cars  and 
locomotives,  and  a  lack  of  adequate  parking  spaces  to  accommodate  riders. 

Responding  to  these  problems,  the  State  of  Maryland  intends  to  spend  approxi- 
mately $400  million  to  improve  the  MARC  system  over  the  next  6  years.  Improve- 
ments will  include  the  acquisition  of  new  passenger  vehicles  and  locomotives,  expan- 
sion of  parking  facilities,  improvements  to  stations,  and  the  expansion  of  service  to 
Frederick  and  possibly  to  Southern  Maryland.  These  investments  are  essential  in 
order  to:  (a)  conveniently  serve  existing  riders,  (b)  accommodate  the  potential 
growth  in  ridership  on  existing  lines,  and  (c)  expand  service  into  new  areas. 

There  is,  however,  no  guarantee  that  these  improvements  will  be  made.  Maryland 
cannot  make  this  investment  without  commitment  of  Federal  funding — a  major  por- 
tion of  which  is  to  come  from  the  Section  3  New  Start  category.  Over  $300  million 
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in  Federal  funds  will  be  needed  to  carry  out  the  improvement  program.  Over  $160 
million  will  be  required  from  the  New  Start  Program  alone.  Congress  has  recognized 
this,  and  authorized  $160  million  in  New  Start  Funds  when  they  passed  the  ISTEA 
legislation.  Again,  if  we  wait  until  the  latter  years  of  ISTEA,  the  ability  to  receive 
the  needed  appropriations  becomes  more  remote. 

At  the  end:  of  March,  Maryland  will  request  bids  for  the  purchase  of  new  bi-level 
commuter  rail  cars.  The  State,  recognizing  the  uncertainty  of  obtaining  New  Start 
Funds  has  reduced  the  number  of  coaches  to  be  purchased.  This  quantity  reduction 
will  result  in  a  higher  unit  cost,  and  equally  important,  the  reduced  quantity  pur- 
chased will  not  provide  the  needed  increase  in  system  capacity  to  meet  the  growing 
patronage  and  service  demands.  The  State  will  not  be  able  to  move  forward  with 
a  second  purchase  of  bi-level  cars  if  Section  3  New  Start  Funds  are  reduced  in  fiscal 
year  19  percent.  Also,  we  will  not  be  able  to  move  ahead  with  many  facility-related 
improvements,  including  a  MARC  maintenance  facility  and  an  extension  to  Fred- 
erick. 

Why  is  transit  important  to  communities  over  both  the  short  and  long  terms,  and 
how  well  does  the  Administration's  1995  transit  budget  address  community  needs'? 
Areas  of  import  include,  but  are  not  limited  to:  the  environment,  local  and  State 
economies,  transit  as  an  economic  development  tool,  and  the  impact  on  individuals. 

Transit  will  play  an  increasingly  important  role  in  transportation  management 
within  Maryland.  Statewide  planning  studies  project  that  the  population  within 
Maryland  will  increase  in  the  immediate  years  and  over  the  long-term.  Employment 
will  also  increase.  This,  in  turn  will  cause  an  increase  in  transportation  trips  and 
place  even  more  demands  upon  the  transportation  system.  Within  Maryland,  there 
are  only  limited  opportunities  to  build  new  roads  or  to  widen  existing  highways. 

The  challenge,  therefore,  is  to  increase  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  existing  trans- 
portation network.  Transit  service,  whether  it  is  express  or  local  bus,  heavy  or  light 
rail,  or  commuter  rail,  is  the  method  by  which  this  additional  transportation  capac- 
ity will  be  achieved. 

From  a  social  and  economic  perspective,  funds  put  into  transit  assist  in  economic 
growth  and  employment.  Specifically,  a  very  important  criteria  of  companies  consid- 
ering expanding  or  locating  in  an  area  is  the  ability  of  employees  and  goods  to  travel 
to  and  from  the  workplace  with  minimal  delay.  Transit  is  inherently  effective  in 
managing  and  controlling  traffic  congestion.  Transit  is  not  only  an  efficient  means 
of  transportation  but  it  has  the  potential  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  highway 
network. 

Also,  within  Maryland  there  has  been  a  significant  growth  in  the  suburban  loca- 
tion of  companies  and  service  industries.  These  companies  and  industries  rely  heav- 
ily on  entry  level  service  workers.  Traditionally,  this  is  the  segment  of  the  workforce 
that  does  not  have  mobility  options,  and  many  turn  to  transit  as  their  only  means 
of  reaching  their  work  location. 

While  the  proposed  budget  increases  formula  capital  funds  (Section  9),  it  does  not 
adequately  fund  the  Discretionary  New  Start  program — the  source  of  funds  utilized 
by  transit  systems  to  expand  and  construct  new  infrastructure.  Maryland  will  not 
be  able  to  adequately  attract  sufficient  numbers  of  commuters  to  transit  unless 
transit  facilities  are  built  that  equal  or  exceed  the  convenience  the  automobile  pro- 
vides. 

Last,  the  Administration's  proposed  reduction  in  Federal  operating  assistance  will 
cause  reductions  or  the  elimination  of  transit  service.  This  will  result  in  the  inabil- 
ity for  a  large  portion  of  the  entry  level  and  service-related  workforce  to  reach  em- 
ployment. It  will  cause  transit  to  lose  ground  in  its  competition  with  the  automobile, 
and  ultimately,  it  will  result  in  the  decline  of  ridership  and  a  drop  in  transit  reve- 
nue. 

What  specific  proposals  can  you  suggest  to  ensure  that  transit  is  maintained  as  both 
an  efficient  and  affordable  mode  of  transportation  and  as  an  integral  part  of  commu- 
nity and  economic  development? 

The  renewal  by  Congress  of  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act 
(ISTEA),  and  predictable  and  adequate  funding  are  the  tools  by  which  transit  can 
maintain  itself  as  an  efficient  and  affordable  mode  of  transportation.  These  actions 
will  enhance  transit's  role  in  the  community  and  the  impact  it  can  have  on  economic 
development. 

With  the  enactment  of  ISTEA,  a  level  playing  field  is  now  possible  for  highways 
and  transit.  ISTEA  recognizes  that  efficient  mobility  systems  require  both  highways 
and  transit.  The  flexibility  in  the  use  of  highway  and  transit  funds  for  either  mode, 
is  the  method  by  which  this  balanced  infrastructure  can  be  achieved.  Key  to  achiev- 
ing this  balance,  however,  is  maintaining  an  appropriate  and  predictable  level  of 
Federal  operating  and  capital  funding  for  transit.  To  this  end,  it  is  essential  that 
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funds  which  have  been  authorized  in  ISTEA  are  actually  appropriated  at  the  au- 
thorized level. 

Moreover,  many  needed  capital  initiatives  require  multi-year  funding  commit- 
ments by  the  Federal  Government.  A  mechanism  is  needed  to  secure  these  commit- 
ments. For  example,  the  procurement  of  commuter  rail  equipment  must  be  funded 
over  a  period  of  several  years  because  of  the  magnitude  of  the  investment  required. 
In  this  instance,  the  State  has  proceeded  in  a  cautious  manner  to  commit  its  funds, 
in  fear  that  Federal  funds  will  ultimately  not  be  appropriated.  As  a  proposal,  we 
are  recommending  that  Federal  agencies  be  more  willing  to  execute  Full  Funding 
Agreements  for  large  multi-year  procurements  so  that  Congress  can  adequately  allo- 
cate funds  for  these  major  projects. 

It  is  only  with  improvements  such  as  these  that  the  needed  infrastructure  im- 
provements needed  to  increase  transit  utilization  and  to  establish  a  more  balanced, 
and  environmentally  sound  transportation  system,  can  be  achieved. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  you  have  given  the  State  of  Maryland  to  comment 
on  this  important  budget  proposal  and  stand  ready  to  provide  testimony  or  addi- 
tional information  to  the  Subcommittee  during  the  budget  process. 


PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  MEL  SUNDERMEYER 

Director,  Division  of  Transportation 
Missouri  Highway  and  Transportation  Department 

I  am  pleased  by  the  Committee's  interest  in  and  concern  for  continued  operating 
assistance  for  transit,  and  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  address  the  Commit- 
tee. I  am  Mel  Sundermeyer,  director  of  the  Transportation  Division  of  the  Missouri 
Highway  and  Transportation  Department. 

At  a  time  when  Missouri  is  evaluating  its  transportation  system  and  recognizing 
the  efficiencies,  and  indeed  the  necessity,  of  using  several  transportation  modes  for 
moving  people  and  goods,  cuts  in  Federal  operating  assistance  for  transit  systems 
wouldhe  extremely  damaging. 

St.  Joseph,  Missouri,  is  a  pointed  example.  This  is  a  city  of  more  than  70,000  peo- 
ple. The  public  bus  system  depends  upon  Federal  operating  assistance  for  nearly  45 
percent  of  its  operating  costs — very  nearly  half  oi  its  total  operating  budget.  The 
system  has  few  administrative  personnel;  therefore,  any  cuts  in  operating  dollars 
will  directly  reduce  service  on  the  street.  We  believe  the  25  percent,  first-year  cuts 
initially  proposed  would  cripple  service  by  forcing  St.  Joseph  to  end  Saturday  bus 
service  and  reduce  weekday  routes  by  as  much  as  half. 

Columbia,  comparable  in  population  to  St.  Joseph,  draws  more  than  one-third  of 
its  operating  budget  from  Federal  assistance.  Saturday  service  almost  certainly 
would  cease  in  Columbia,  and  Columbia  may  be  forced  to  consider  cuts  in  weekday 
routes,  also. 

Reductions  in  transit  services  diminish  the  quality  of  life  and  the  economic  inde- 
pendence of  those  who  rely  on  public  transportation  to  get  to  work,  those  unable 
to  drive,  and  those  who  seek  a  more  efficient  alternative  to  traffic  congestion. 

Other  arguments  also  reinforce  the  importance  of  public  transportation — argu- 
ments that  are  founded  on  actions  taken  by  Congress.  In  ISTEA,  Congress  specifi- 
cally increased  the  flexibility  of  Federal  transportation  funds  and  sent  the  clear 
message  that  States  should  consider  using  some  Federal  funds  for  highway  and 
public  transit  capital  needs.  Congressional  support  for  flexible  funding  to  enhance 
transit  systems  absolutely  conflicts  with  a  discussion  of  reductions  in  operating 
funds.  Capital  improvements  will  be  futile  unless  there  are  operating  funds  to  keep 
these  systems  running. 

Transportation  in  Missouri's  larger  urban  areas,  also,  would  suffer  from  Federal 
cuts.  The  Metrolink  light  rail  system  serving  the  St.  Louis  area,  still  in  its  infancy, 
already  has  proved  itself  with  ridership  that  exceeds  the  expectations  of  even  its 
most  ardent  supporters.  Residents  on  the  Illinois  side  of  the  St.  Louis  area  recently 
approved  a  new  local  tax  to  match  Federal  funds  so  the  commuter  rail  can  be  ex- 
tended to  their  area.  Proposed  cuts  in  Section  3  New  Starts  money  would  jeopardize 
funding  for  construction  of  this  new  extension  into  Illinois — the  extension  that  local 
citizens  supported  by  voting  to  tax  themselves  to  provide  local  match. 

While  the  interest  in  bunding  new  routes  on  the  St.  Louis  area  light  rail  system 
grows,  the  transit  authority  already  struggles  to  find  enough  operating  money  to 
keep  the  new  light  rail  and  its  buses  running.  Cuts  in  Federal  operating  assistance 
would  be  devastating. 

Kansas  City,  in  the  midst  of  a  transportation  feasibility  study  of  a  light  rail  sys- 
tem, also  could  be  denied  future  funding  if  Section  3  New  Starts  cuts  were  enacted. 
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The  urban  areas  perhaps  face  a  situation  that  smaller  cities  and  rural  areas  do 
not  yet  experience.  Clean  air  concerns,  among  other  factors,  will  make  highway  con- 
struction increasingly  difficult  in  our  large  cities.  We  must  support  transportation 
options  that  allow  mobility  and  help  solve  environmental  problems.  I  realize  this  is 
a  long-term  goal,  but  we  cannot  afford  to  falter  at  this  critical  time,  as  we  are  work- 
ing to  address  these  environmental  concerns. 

I  must  add  that  Missouri  transit  systems  already  are  absorbing  several  new  oper- 
ating expenses  without  the  benefit  of  additional  money.  New  paratransit  mandates 
in  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  and  a  new  program  for  employee  drug  testing 
are  notable  examples.  I  am  here  today  to  strongly  support  continued  Federal  transit 
operating  assistance.  Federal  operating  funds  allow  these  important  services  to  sur- 
vive as  part  of  a  comprehensive  transportation  network. 


PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  RICK  SIMONETTA 

General  Manager,  Metropolitan  Atlanta  Rapid  Transit  Authority 

&  Vice  Chairman  of  the  American  Public  Transit  Association 

Introduction 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Subcommittee  Members,  thank  you  for  giving  the  American 
Public  Transit  Association  (APTA)  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  the  Clinton  Admin- 
istration's Fiscal  Year  1995  Federal  Transit  Administration  budget  proposal.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  express  my  personal  appreciation  to  you  for  your  extensive  ef- 
forts to  promote  investment  in  the  Nation's  public  transportation  infrastructure  and 
more  recently  for  your  visible  support  of  maintaining  transit  operating  assistance. 

I  am  Rick  Simonetta,  Vice  Chairman  of  the  American  Public  Transit  Association 
(APTA)  and  General  Manager  of  the  Metropolitan  Atlanta  Rapid  Transit  Authority 
in  Georgia.  APTA  represents  U.S.  transit  systems  that  provide  some  97  percent  of 
our  Nation's  mass  transit  services.  APTA's  membership  also  includes  manufacturers 
and  suppliers  who  provide  goods  and  services  to  the  industry. 

My  testimony  today  focuses  on  the  adequacy  of  the  Administration's  Fiscal  Year 
1995  transit  budget  request,  and  specifically  addresses  the  potential  impacts  of  the 
Administration's  proposed  25  percent  cut  to  transit  operating  assistance  and  40  per- 
cent reduction  in  funding  for  the  Section  3  New  Starts  and  Extensions  program.  I 
will  also  discuss  findings  from  a  recent  APTA  study  which  shows  that  the  current 
level  of  U.S.  transit  expenditure  is  far  short  of  the  amount  needed  to  successfully 
carry  transit  into  the  21st  Century. 

Understandably,  our  testimony  today  focuses  on  areas  of  the  Fiscal  Year  1995 
budget  request  where  we  disagree  with  the  Administration.  These  disagreements 
are  serious  and  important  to  our  industry.  Before  turning  to  the  areas  of  disagree- 
ment, however,  it  is  extremely  important  that  we  identify  loudly  and  clearly  the 
many  areas  on  which  we  are  in  concert  with  the  Administration. 

First,  we  truly  believe  the  Clinton  Administration  is  "Pro-Transit"  and  that  it  rec- 
ognizes the  key  role  transit  can  play  in  achieving  important  national  objectives.  For 
proof,  we  need  look  no  further  than  last  year's  budget  proposal  which  led  to  a  major 
22  percent  increase  in  the  transit  program. 

In  addition,  we  have  great  respect  for  the  Clinton  Administration  "team"  that 
works  on  transportation  and  transit  related  issues.  This  is  especially  true  of  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  Federico  Pefia  who  came  to  our  Legislative  Conference  just 
2  weeks  ago  to  explain  the  rationale  behind  the  Administrations  budget  proposal. 
As  the  Secretary  said  in  that  speech,  "since  we  agree  on  so  much,  it's  important  that 
we  communicate  well  on  issues  where  we  disagree." 

And,  we  certainly  have  the  highest  respect  for  Gordon  J.  Linton,  the  Clinton  Ad- 
ministration's Federal  Transit  Administrator.  He  has  brought  a  fresh  outlook  and 
new  dimension  to  the  FTA,  and  we  look  forward  to  working  productively  with  Ad- 
ministrator Linton  to  strengthen  the  transit  program. 

The  Administration's  Fiscal  Year  1995  Federal  Transit  Budget  Request 

The  Administration's  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget  would  increase  the  Federal  transit 
program  by  about  4  percent,  from  $4.6  to  $4.8  billion.  The  Administration's  budget 
would  cut  the  Section  9  operating  assistance  limit  to  all  urbanized  areas  by  25  per- 
cent from  $802  million  to  $600  million.  At  the  same  time,  however,  the  overall  for- 
mula program  would  climb  19  percent  from  $2.4  to  $2.9  billion.  The  formula  pro- 
gram would  be  reallocated  in  the  following  manner:  Section  9  urbanized  area  fund- 
ing would  rise  19  percent  from  $2.2  billion  to  $2.6  billion;  Section  18  rural  funding 
would  increase  19  percent  from  $130  million  to  $154  million;  and  the  Section  16(b) 
elderly  and  disabled  program  would  increase  4  percent  from  $59  million  to  $61  mil- 
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lion.  The  budget  specifies  that  10  percent  of  Section  9  urban  formula  grants  can 
only  be  available  if  the  grantee  certifies  the  funds  will  support  congestion  mitigation 
projects. 

New  Starts  Cut  by  40  Percent 

The  Administration's  budget  proposal  would  cut  the  Section  3  discretionary  pro- 
gram by  15  percent  from  $1.8  billion  to  $1.5  billion.  The  President  proposes  to  cut 
New  Starts  and  Extensions  by  40  percent  from  $668  million  to  $400  million.  Only 
those  New  Start  and  Extension  projects  with  full  funding  grant  agreements  would 
be  funded  under  the  proposed  budget.  The  Bus  program  would  also  be  cut  by  8  per- 
cent from  $357  million  to  $327  million,  and  the  fixed  guideway  modernization  pro- 
fram  would  be  funded  at  $760  million,  the  same  level  as  Fiscal  Year  1994.  The 
udget  would  provide  $30  million  of  discretionary  funding  for  a  new  Livable  Com- 
munities Initiative  to  fund  projects  in  urban  and  rural  areas.  The  President's  budget 
would  freeze  funding  for  Planningand  Research  and  University  Centers;  would  in- 
crease by  9  percent  funding  for  FTA  Administration;  and  cut  by  14  percent  inter- 
state transfer  funding. 

ISTEA:  A  Reasonable  Spending  Blueprint 

Before  we  can  assess  the  adequacy  of  the  Administration's  budget  request  we 
must  have  a  reasonable  starting  point.  Certainly  many  in  the  transit  industry  would 
argue  that  a  reasonable  yardstick  is  the  year  1981  in  which  the  Federal  transit  pro- 
gram reached  a  peak  level  of  funding  at  $4.6  billion,  or  $7.8  billion  in  today's  dol- 
lars. This  group  would  assert  that  the  transit  program  has  not  kept  pace  with  infla- 
tion and  that  therefore  the  Administration's  budget  proposal  is  $3.2  billion  short  of 
the  amount  needed  to  effectively  run  the  Nation's  transit  systems. 

Others  would  use  as  a  starting  point  a  comparison  between  the  ratio  of  funding 
received  for  highways  to  transit.  They  would  argue  that  if  the  ratio  of  highway  to 
transit  funding  remained  constant  since  1981,  that  the  transit  program  should  be 
funded  at  a  level  of  $8.6  billion  today,  $4  billion  more  than  the  Clinton  proposal. 

Still  another  baseline  is  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of 
1991,  better  know  as  ISTEA.  Virtually  every  Member  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Af- 
fairs Subcommittee  voted  for  ISTEA  at  the  time  it  was  considered,  and  it  is  a  very 
reasonable  blueprint  for  how  transit  should  be  funded  over  the  next  few  years.  I  will 
talk  more  later  about  a  recent  APTA  survey  which  shows  that  transit  capital  and 
operating  needs  well  exceed  the  amounts  authorized  in  ISTEA  in  the  years  ahead. 

ISTEA  created  a  carefully  balanced  program  designed  to  meet  the  transit  needs 
of  urban,  suburban,  and  rural  areas  in  every  part  of  the  country.  With  overall  cap- 
ital requirements  of  $15  billion  per  year  and  growing  operating  budgets  to  meet  new 
demands  for  service,  the  transit  industry  needs  full  funding  of  ISTEA  capital  and 
operating  programs  to  carry  out  nationwide  investments  that  will  enhance  mobility, 
improve  productivity,  and  meet  national  environmental,  energy,  and  accessibility 
goals. 

The  Administration  Budget  Inadequately  Funds  Transit 
Components  of  ISTEA 

How  does  the  Administration's  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget  proposal  compare  to 
ISTEA?  Despite  extensive  statements  that  the  Administrations  budget  fully  funds 
ISTEA,  the  reality  is  that  the  Clinton  proposal  only  fully  funds  certain  portions  of 
ISTEA — specifically  the  highway  program.  The  Administration's  Federal  transit  pro- 
posal at  $4.6  billion  is  $563  million  or  11  percent  shoit  of  the  full-funding  pledged 
in  ISTEA  (this  excludes  funding  for  the  Washington  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Authority  which  is  funded  at  its  authorized  level),  whereas  the  Highway  program 
is  funded  at  99  percent  of  its  authorized  level. 

Formula  Funds  and  Operating  Assistance 

The  Administration's  budget  also  claims  that  it  fully  funds  the  Section  9  formula 
program  and  this  is  true  to  a  certain  extent.  The  Administration's  proposal  does  pro- 
vide the  authorized  funding  level  for  the  overall  Section  9  formula  program,  but  it 
does  so  by  reducing  the  urbanized  area  operating  limitation  within  the  overall  pro- 
gram. The  Administration's  budget  proposes  to  reduce  operating  assistance  under 
the  Section  9  Formula  program  by  more  than  25  percent  below  the  Fiscal  Year  1994 
level— from  $802.3  million  to  $600  million. 

ISTEA  authorizes  $1.1  billion  for  operating  assistance  in  Fiscal  Year  1995.  The 
Administration  level  of  operating  assistance  would  not  even  fund  annual  estimates 
of  operating  costs  related  to  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  ($693  million),  fed- 
erally required  drug  and  alcohol  testing  ($44  million),  and  Clean  Air  Act  fuel  costs 
($57  million). 
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Section  3  Major  Capital  Investments 

The  President's  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget  request  also  does  not  meet  funding  needs 
under  the  Section  3  program.  The  President's  proposal  would  cut  funding  for  New 
Starts  and  Extensions  by  40  percent,  and  would  preclude  funding  for  projects  that 
will  receive  full  funding  grant  agreements,  or  Congressional  approval  between  now 
and  the  end  of  1995.  Adequate  funding  for  the  Section  3  grant  program  is  essential 
to  meeting  needs  associated  with  major  capital  investments  beyond  the  normal  re- 
placement and  maintenance  of  existing  facilities  and  rolling  stock. 

Administration  Rationale 

The  Administration  has  asserted  that  its  decisions  to  fully  fund  the  formula  cap- 
ital program,  but  not  the  operating  program,  and  to  reduce  funding  for  the  New 
Start  program  was  based  on  a  strategic  decision  to  get  the  most  out  of  Federal  dol- 
lars. Administration  officials  have  stated  that  the  recommendation  to  cut  operating 
aid  was  not  based  primarily  on  outlays  constraints. 

I  would  note,  however,  that  our  analysis  indicates  that  first  year  outlays  under 
the  President's  budget  are  some  $90  million  below  those  produced  under  appropria- 
tions for  Fiscal  Year  1994.  I  must  also  question  an  investment  strategy  which  dra- 
matically cuts  funding  for  one  of  transit's  major  capital  investment  programs  (Sec- 
tion 3  New  Starts).  The  New  Starts  program  is  very  valuable  because  it  funds  major 
capital  investment  when  it  cannot  be  paid  for  out  of  normal  formula  capital  distribu- 
tions. Investment  in  transit  New  Starts  provides  many  economic  benefits  including 
enhanced  productivity,  job  creation,  and  efficient  land  development.  In  short,  the 
New  Start  program  represents  transit's  future,  and  if  all  but  a  few  New  Starts  are 
brought  to  a  halt  transit's  role  in  the  Nation's  transportation  system  will  be  frozen 
in  time. 

Administration  Proposal  Distorts  Funding  Balance 

Congress  designed  ISTEA  to  meet  the  widely  varying  needs  of  urban,  suburban, 
and  rural  communities  throughout  the  country.  When  funding  does  not  follow  this 
balance  of  programs,  communities  have  a  difficult  time  planning  how  to  fund  their 
transit  needs. 

Until  transit  programs  are  fully  funded  at  ISTEA-authorized  levels,  there  should 
be  a  fair  and  equitable  balance  between  the  formula  programs  (Section  9  and  18) 
and  the  Section  3  major  capital  investment  program.  To  meet  this  equity  test,  fund- 
ing should  be  consistent  with  the  authorized  program  funding  ratio  of  $1.36  in  for- 
mula funding  for  every  $1  in  Section  3  funding.  The  Fiscal  Year  1994  appropriation 
for  the  first  time  in  several  years  achieves  the  equity  test  between  Section  9  formula 
and  the  Section  3  discretionary  program.  However,  the  President's  Fiscal  Year  1995 
budget  request  would  not  maintain  this  equitable  funding  relationship  established 
in  Fiscal  Year  1994  appropriations  because  it  would  cut  funding  for  the  Section  3 
program  well  below  the  authorized  level  and  even  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  level.  ISTEA 
also  established  a  40/40/20  Section  3  equity  ratio  between  the  New  Starts,  Rail  Mod- 
ernization, and  Bus  programs  and  the  Administration  proposal  would  distort  this 
balance  by  spending  too  little  on  New  Starts. 

Consequences  of  Cutting  Transit  Operating  Assistance 

The  American  Public  Transit  Association  strongly  opposes  any  reduction  in  Fed- 
eral transit  operating  assistance.  ISTEA  created  a  carefully  balanced  program  to 
meet  the  transit  needs  of  metropolitan  and  rural  areas.  Full  funding  of  each  individ- 
ual transit  program — including  operating  assistance — is  essential  to  serve  people 
who  depend  on  transit  and  help  solve  the  Nation's  congestion  and  pollution  prob- 
lems. 

While  Federal  aid  is  about  5  percent  of  operating  revenue  for  all  transit  systems, 
it's  critical  because  budgets  have  been  cut  to  the  bone  for  years.  In  smaller  metro- 
politan areas,  Federal  aid  often  represents  30  to  40  percent  of  operating  revenue. 
State  and  local  governments  have  increased  operating  aid  by  more  than  164  percent 
since  1981  and  they  cannot  continue  to  make  up  the  difference  for  Federal  operating 
cuts. 

Survey  Results 

In  a  recent  survey  of  APTA  members,  seven  out  of  ten  transit  systems  stated  that 
they  would  be  forced  to  raise  passenger  fares  to  make  up  for  a  proposed  $202  mil- 
lion cut  in  Federal  operating  assistance.  These  systems  would  increase  fares  by  an 
average  of  23  percent.  The  survey  found  that  some  transit  agencies  would  be  forced 
to  reduce  services,  fire  employees,  and  postpone  needed  maintenance  and  improve- 
ments. 
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Fare  Increase  Size  Could  Be  Significant 

To  make  up  for  the  loss  that  a  25  percent  cut  in  operating  aid  would  entail,  fares 
would  have  to  rise  at  a  percentage  significantly  greater  than  the  share  that  the  op- 
erating assistance  cut  comprises  of  a  transit  system's  budget.  This  is  because  the 
amount  of  revenue  derived  on  an  aggregate  basis  by  all  transit  systems  from  the 
fare  box  is  only  39  percent.  This  means  that  fares  must  be  increased  by  a  dispropor- 
tionate amount  to  make  up  for  loss  of  operating  aid.  APTA  research  also  shows  that 
when  fares  are  increased  by  10  percent  ridership  decreases  by  4  percent,  and  this, 
of  course,  further  reduces  operating  revenue. 

To  illustrate  the  effect  that  a  25  percent  operating  assistance  cut  could  have  on 
fares,  let  me  give  you  an  example  from  my  own  system  MARTA  in  Atlanta  and  from 
the  system  in  Senator  Bond's  district  in  St.  Louis,  Missouri. 

MARTA  will  receive  $5.4  million  in  Federal  operating  assistance  in  Fiscal  Year 
1994.  The  Administration's  proposed  reduction  in  operating  assistance  would  mean 
that  MARTA  would  lose  $1.4  million  in  operating  revenue.  My  concern  is  that  this 
is  coming  at  a  time  when  we  are  faced  with  increasing  "unfunded"  Federal  man- 
dates. Using  just  the  American  with  Disabilities  Act's  mandates  for  complementary 
fiaratransit  service,  MARTA  expects  the  operating  costs  of  this  program  to  increase 
rom  $1.9  million  in  Fiscal  Year  1994  to  $3.7  million  in  Fiscal  Year  1995.  This  is 
an  increase  of  $1.9  million  in  operating  costs  at  a  time  when  Federal  assistance  is 
being  cut  by  $1.35  million.  Just  this  simple  computation  reveals  that  we  will  have 
to  increase  fares  or  cut  service  to  the  tune  of  $3.2  million,  and  we  have  not  even 
begun  to  calculate  increased  operating  costs  in  other  areas  such  as  labor  costs,  cost 
of  benefits,  and  other  Federal  mandates  such  as  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

In  Fiscal  Year  1992,  the  St.  Louis,  Bi-State  Development  Corporation's  operating 
revenue  totaled  $92.9  million.  Of  this,  Federal  operating  assistance  accounted  for 
10.7  percent  or  $9.9  million,  and  passenger  fares  24.8  percent  or  $23  million.  If  op- 
erating assistance  were  cut  by  25  percent,  the  system  would  lose  $2.5  million  or  2.7 
percent  of  its  operating  revenue.  Since  this  loss  of  funding  represents  11  percent  of 
passenger  fares,  the  agency  could  be  forced  to  increase  fares  by  11  percent  in  order 
to  make  up  for  the  loss. 

The  amount  of  fare  increases  in  the  examples  above  could  be  somewhat  higher 
because  the  estimates  do  not  account  for  the  loss  in  revenue  that  occurs  because 
of  fare  increase  elasticities  mentioned  earlier.  Certainly,  not  every  U.S.  transit  sys- 
tem would  be  forced  to  increase  fares.  Some  could  choose  other  options  such  as  re- 
ducing service,  laying-off  employees,  increasing  State  and  local  assistance,  or  a  com- 
bination of  all  of  these  steps.  However,  these  options  are  not  feasible  for  many  tran- 
sit systems,  and  they  would  have  to  resort  to  fare  increases  alone. 

Increased  Formula  Capital  Will  Not  Lead  to  Operating  Savings 

The  Administration  asserts  that  transit  systems  will  be  able  to  absorb  the  operat- 
ing cuts  with  the  additional  formula  capital  funds  that  they  propose.  However,  this 
is  not  possible  for  two  reasons.  First,  although  APTA  enthusiastically  supports  the 
Administration's  proposal  to  increase  Section  9  capital  by  $624  million,  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  this,  transit  systems  must  come  up  with  additional  matching  funds  of 
$156  million.  If  transit  systems  are  forced  to  find  an  additional  $202  million  in  oper- 
ating aid,  it  will  be  extremely  difficult  for  many  of  them  to  also  find  local  funds  to 
take  advantage  of  the  opportunities  offered  by  new  capital  assistance.  Second,  the 
Administration  has  intimated  that  the  purchase  of  new  rolling  stock  would  reduce 
maintenance  and  operating  costs  and  thereby  offset  the  loss  of  operating  assistance. 
However,  new  buses  with  cleaner  emissions  and  wheelchair  lifts  are  not  as  fuel  effi- 
cient as  the  older  vehicles,  and  reduced  maintenance  costs  will  not  nearly  com- 
pensate for  a  25  percent  cut  in  Federal  operating  aid. 

Unfunded  Mandates 

A  cut  in  transit  aid  also  will  make  it  difficult  for  public  authorities  such  as 
MARTA  to  meet  ever-increasing  Federal  mandates.  From  1980  through  1994,  oper- 
ating assistance  declined  59  percent  in  real,  inflation-adjusted  terms.  Yet  unfunded 
Federal  laws  add  to  transit  operating  costs.  The  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act 
(ADA)  will  add  at  least  $693  million  in  paratransit  operating  costs  annually  for  the 
next  5  years.  Each  year,  Clean  Air  Act  fuel  mandates  will  cost  $57  million  and  fed- 
erally mandated  drug  and  alcohol  tests  will  cost  $44  million. 

Increased  Traffic  Congestion 

A  reduction  in  Federal  transit  aid  will  also  mean  a  decrease  in  transit  ridership, 
and  this  will  deal  a  heavy  blow  to  national  efforts  to  reduce  traffic  congestion,  and 
conserve  fuel  energy.  Urban  traffic  congestion  alone  costs  the  Nation  more  than  $59 
billion  in  wasted  time  and  productivity,  but  as  people  learn  to  leave  their  cars  at 
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home  and  take  public  transportation,  gridlock  on  the  roads  will  be  lessened.  Each 
commuter  who  switches  from  solo  driving  to  transit  for  a  year  will  save  200  gallons 
of  gas  and  prevent  more  than  75  pounds  of  pollutants  from  being  dumped  into  the 
air.  Gasoline  prices  are  continuing  to  drop  to  their  lowest  real  price  in  more  than 
40  years,  and  if  operating  aid  is  cut  and  transit  fares  go  up,  people  will  have  more 
incentives  than  ever  to  commute  alone  by  car. 

Consequences  of  Cutting  Operating  Assistance  for  the  Transit  Dependent 

Operating  assistance  cuts  will  harm  many  low-income  people,  senior  citizens,  stu- 
dents, and  people  with  disabilities  who  depend  on  transit  because  they  have  no  al- 
ternative form  of  transportation.  From  1980  through  1992,  fares  went  up  43  percent, 
adjusted  for  inflation. 

Ironically,  the  Administration  proposes  to  slash  operating  assistance  to  fund  other 
priorities  that  will  help  the  low  income,  like  better  health  care  and  expanded  job 
training  programs.  This  overlooks  the  fact  that  by  cutting  transit  operating  assist- 
ance, people  with  limited  incomes  will  have  a  harder  time  getting  to  a  hospital,  a 
clinic,  or  their  job.  If  the  Administration  really  wants  to  "empower'  the  low  income, 
it  needs  to  increase  funding  for  transit  operating  assistance  and  other  public  trans- 
portation programs. 

Economic  Consequences 

Cuts  in  transit  assistance  will  also  harm  the  economy  by  increasing  unemploy- 
ment at  a  time  when  economic  recovery  seems  to  be  at  hand.  Studies  show  that 
transit  operating  assistance  supports  about  30  percent  more  jobs  than  does  capital 
funding.  If  Federal  aid  is  cut  by  25  percent,  transit  agencies  across  the  Nation  may 
be  forced  to  consider  layoffs. 

Consequences  of  Cutting  New  Starts 

The  Administration's  proposal  to  cut  Transit  New  Starts  and  Extensions  by  40 
percent  would  deal  a  devastating  blow  to  current  plans  to  improve  and  expand  light 
and  heavy  rail  systems,  Streetcar  and  ferry  service  in  several  cities  and  jurisdictions 
across  the  Nation  including:  Baltimore,  St.  Louis,  Philadelphia,  Seattle,  Dallas,  Los 
Angeles,  Sacramento,  San  Diego,  New  Orleans,  Chicago,  New  York,  the  State  of 
Maine,  Miami,  Orlando,  Jacksonville,  Cleveland,  Pittsburgh,  Cincinnati,  Kansas 
City,  the  State  of  Virginia,  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  Boston, 
Charlotte,  N.C.,  Altoona,  Pennsylvania,  and  Chattanooga,  Tennessee.  These  project 
are  vital  to  freeing  up  local  traffic  congestion,  providing  jobs,  and  enhancing  local 
economic  development. 

The  Clinton  Administration  proposal  to  limit  New  Starts  to  projects  that  have  full 
funding  grant  agreements  is  shortsighted  because  it  would  mean  that  more  than 
two  out  of  every  three  New  Start  and/or  Extension  projects  authorized  in  ISTEA 
would  not  get  funded.  MARTA,  my  own  system,  currently  has  three  projects  that 
were  authorized  under  ISTEA,  but  do  not  yet  have  full  funding  grant  agreements. 
These  projects  include  the  Atlanta  North  Line  Extension  where  we  are  already  in- 
volved in  the  process  of  seeking  a  full  funding  grant  agreement.  This  project  runs 
through  the  fastest  growing  corridor  in  the  Atlanta  region  and  is  vital  to  accommo- 
date increasing  demand  for  public  transportation  to  transport  workers  from  the 
Central  City  to  jobs  in  this  corridor.  We  are  concerned,  however,  that  the  budget 
proposal  would  not  even  give  us  an  opportunity  to  get  a  full  funding  grant  agree- 
ment or  other  funding  commitments  for  this  project  lor  at  least  the  next  18  months. 

Transit  Funding  Needs  and  Challenges 

A  new  study  finds  that  current  funding  for  U.S.  transit  systems  is  inadequate  to 
successfully  carry  transit  services  into  the  21st  Century.  According  to  the  study, 
U.S.  transit  agencies  will  need  $38  billion  annually  in  total  funding  from  1995  to 
1999.  The  funds  are  needed  to  maintain  current  service  and  complete  service  expan- 
sion already  under  way. 

The  amount  includes  an  annual  average  of  $22.7  billion  for  operations  and  $15.3 
billion  for  capital  investments.  Funds  are  from  all  sources:  fares,  other  earnings, 
local  assistance,  State  assistance,  and  Federal  assistance.  The  amounts  are  in  cur- 
rent dollars  and  are  not  adjusted  for  inflation. 

The  $38  billion  annual  need  is  $15  billion  greater  than  total  transit  revenue  in 
1993.  Transit  funding  needs  will  increase  because  the  demand  for  transportation  in 
local  communities  is  growing  and  the  quality  of  transportation  provided  must  be  im- 
proved. Federal  mandates  for  service  provision  under  the  Americans  with  Disabil- 
ities Act  will  make  transit  service  available  to  new  riders;  mandates  under  the 
Clean  Air  Act  will  enhance  transit's  contribution  to  emissions  reduction  contrasted 
with  other  transportation  modes;  and  drug  and  alcohol  testing  mandates  under  the 
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Omnibus  Transportation  Employee  Testing  Act  will  improve  transit's  enviable  safe- 
ty record. 

Increased  funding  for  transit  is  also  needed  to  provide  a  viable  transportation  al- 
ternative to  clogged  roads.  Transit  improves  mobility,  reduces  air  pollution,  saves 
energy,  improves  economic  productivity,  reduces  disruptive  traffic  in  neighborhoods, 
allows  more  efficient  land  use,  and  increases  the  mobility  of  women,  children,  senior 
citizens,  people  with  disabilities,  economically  disadvantaged  persons,  and  anyone 
who  is  unable  to  or  chooses  not  to  drive. 

Authorization  Level  Increases  Sharply  in  Fiscal  Year  1997 

In  recognition  of  increasing  funding  needs,  ISTEA  envisions  a  sharp  increase  in 
the  overall  transit  program  in  Fiscal  Year  1997.  Under  ISTEA  the  program  would 
jump  from  a  total  of  $5.1  billion  in  Fiscal  Year  1996,  to  $7.3  billion  in  Fiscal  Year 
1997,  an  increase  of  40  percent.  The  Administration's  proposal  would  not  make  any 
progress  toward  this  goal.  If  we  are  to  reach  the  funding  level  envisioned  in  ISTEA 
then  we  must  move  toward  fully  funding  the  transit  program. 

Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  Clinton  Administration's  transit  budget  proposal  does  not  ade- 
quately meet  current  and  future  transit  needs.  Transit  systems  appreciate  the  Ad- 
ministration proposal  to  increase  Section  9  urban  capital,  but  most  will  be  unable 
to  benefit  from  the  increase  with  a  25  percent  cut  to  the  operating  assistance  limita- 
tion. Transit  operators  cannot  afford  to  buy  buses  and  other  capital  equipment  that 
they  cannot  afford  to  operate.  A  25  percent  cut  to  Federal  operating  assistance 
would  force  fare  increases,  result  in  service  cutbacks  and  reduction,  force  several 
transit  agencies  to  shut  down,  harm  the  low  income  and  other  transit  dependent, 
increase  traffic  congestion,  force  layoffs  and  impede  economic  development. 

In  addition,  the  Administration  proposal  to  cut  transit  New  Starts  and  Extensions 
is  shortsighted,  and  will  also  impede  progress  on  expanding  transit  service.  It  is  im- 

f>erative  that  the  Congress  increase  funding  for  the  Federal  transit  program,  at 
east  to  the  levels  envisioned  in  ISTEA  without  cutting  funding  for  transit  operating 
assistance.  Thank  you  for  your  support. 


PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  JIM  LA  SALA 
International  President,  Amalgamated  Transit  Union 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Subcommittee  Members,  thank  you  for  giving  the  Amal- 
gamated Transit  Union  (ATU)  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  the  impacts  of  the  pro- 
posed Federal  Transit  Administration's  (FTA)  budget  for  1995. 

My  name  is  Jim  La  Sala  and  since  1985  I  have  served  as  International  President 
of  the  Amalgamated  Transit  Union.  Our  organization  represents  some  160,000  em- 
ployees in  the  urban  mass  transit,  over-the-road  and  school  bus  industries  in  46 
States  with  over  250  local  unions.  Our  members  work  for  both  public  and  private 
transit  service  providers  in  a  wide-range  of  urban,  suburban,  and  rural  settings  pro- 
viding fixed  route,  para-transit  and  other  specialized  services  to  our  Nations'  citi- 
zens. 

We  operate  both  bus  and  light-rail  services  in  such  diverse  communities  as  Balti- 
more, Boston,  Las  Vegas,  Los  Angeles,  Chicago,  Hartford,  St.  Louis,  and  Kansas 
City,  Jacksonville,  Wilmington  and  Raleigh,  North  Carolina. 

For  over  30  years,  we  have  worked  with  this  Committee,  the  Congress  and  the 
Department  of  Transportation  to  help  shape  and  develop  an  effective  mass  transpor- 
tation program  that  responds  to  our  changing  transportation  and  mobility  needs. 

Most  recently,  we  were  involved  with  this  Committee  and  the  Congress  in  devel- 
oping the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA/91),  the 
current  program  designed  to  maintain  and  expand  our  transit  systems  with  new 
provisions  for  comprehensive  transportation  planning,  and  expanded  funding  flexi- 
bility with  respect  to  system  choices  to  ensure  that  our  communities  are  able  to  re- 
spond to  their  various  transit  needs. 

Today,  we  are  deeply  concerned  that  the  system  so  carefully  designed  may  weak- 
en because  of  certain  funding  choices  pending  before  the  Congress.  We  certainly  rec- 
ognize that  the  Clinton  Administration  has  submitted  a  mass  transportation  budget 
that  builds  on  last  year's  significant  funding  increases.  Yet,  as  last  year's  22  percent 
increase  in  transit  funding  targeted  the  capital  program,  the  Congress  wisely  fended 
off  efforts  that  year  to  reduce  operating  assistance  below  $802  million. 

While  this  year's  proposal  seeks  to  fully  fund  the  capital  portion  of  both  the  Fed- 
eral Highway  and  transit  formula  programs,  it  would  seriously  slash  transit  operat- 
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ing  assistance  by  25  percent  from  $802  to  $600  million.  Overall  the  budget  for  mass 
transit  would  rise  4  percent  from  $4.6  billion  to  $4.8  billion,  but  because  of  the  loss 
in  operating  aid.  the  increase  is  deceptive  and  would  produce  significant  negative 
impacts. 

If  implemented,  this  proposal  would  have  disastrous  effects  in  the  transit  industry 
by  causing  significant  reductions  in  service,  drops  in  ridership,  fare  increases,  and 
potentially  thousands  of  layoffs  among  the  200,000  transit  employees  in  virtually 
every  large  and  small  urban,  suburban  and  rural  community  in  America. 

As  operating  assistance  has  remained  frozen  since  1985,  the  transit  industry  has 
struggled  just  to  keep  up  with  growing  demands  while  at  the  same  time  facing  mil- 
lions of  dollars  in  new  costs  imposed  by  mandates  such  as  the  Americans  with  Dis- 
abilities Act,  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  Federal  drug  and  alcohol  testing. 

This  ill  conceived  proposal  to  reduce  operating  assistance  would,  if  approved,  lead 
to  an  immediate  downward  spiral  in  the  quality  and  availability  of  reliable  public 
transportation,  as  well  as  the  loss  of  good-paying  jobs,  while  undermining  this  Ad- 
ministration's publicly  expressed  position  to  stimulate  job  growth  and  improve  our 
competitiveness  through  greater  investment  in  our  transportation  infrastructure. 

Historically,  we  know  that  as  operating  revenues  decline  as  they  did  in  the  1950's 
and  1960's  from  post  war  ridership  declines,  maintenance  is  the  first  to  go.  Thirty 
years  ago  this  placed  all  of  our  systems  in  jeopardy.  The  then  private  companies 
barely  scraped  by  to  provide  service.  It  was  only  with  the  advent  of  the  Federal  pro- 
gram that  we  were  able  to  rescue  our  private  systems  and  improve  ridership  with 
the  creation  of  newly  formed  public  agencies.  We  now  fear  the  Administration  s  pro- 
posal could  again  take  us  down  this  unfortunate  path. 

As  we  enter  Fiscal  Year  1995,  every  system  now  faces  increased  operating  costs, 
arising  from  Federal  mandates  and  other  maintenance  and  service  needs  that  are 
likely  to  equal  or  exceed  their  existing  Federal  operating  assistance  revenues.  It  is 
beyond  dispute  that  the  operating  expenses  necessary  to  comply  with  the  Americans 
with  Disabilities  Act  (exceeding  $675  million  a  year),  Clean  Air  Act  (exceeding  $100 
million  per  year),  and  the  recently  issued  drug  and  alcohol  testing  requirements  (ex- 
ceeding $42  million  a  year),  will  easily  surpass  the  current  $802  million  in  operating 
assistance  now  provided. 

Reports  from  our  locals  confirm  the  results  of  the  American  Public  Transit  Asso- 
ciation's (APTA)  recent  survey  of  some  120  systems  (copy  attached)  that  nearly  7 
out  of  every  10  public  transit  systems  would  have  to  raise  fares  to  make  up  for  the 
25  percent  reduction.  In  addition,  83  percent  of  the  surveyed  systems  indicate  the 
cuts  would  produce  service  reductions.  Three  quarters  of  the  transit  properties  indi- 
cated layoffs  exceeding  15  percent,  and  that  these  systems  would  be  forced  to  defer 
safety  and  maintenance. 

Figures  released  by  APTA  and  the  FTA  indicate  that  Federal  operating  assistance 
losses  in  Maryland  would  exceed  $2.6  million;  in  Massachusetts  $2.6  million;  in 
California  $27  million;  in  Nevada  $208,000;  in  Illinois  $13.5  million;  in  Connecticut 
$2.8  million;  in  Missouri  $4.1  million,  in  Florida  $10  million;  Delaware  $488,000; 
in  North  Carolina  $1.8  million  and  in  New  Mexico  $410,000. 

To  assist  in  your  review  of  these  cutbacks,  I  have  attached  a  detailed  State  by 
State,  city  by  city  breakdown  as  compiled  by  APTA  and  the  FTA. 

We  believe  the  Congress  must  redirect  its  Federal  mass  transportation  funding 
to  maintain  operating  assistance  at  no  less  than  $802  million  and  work  toward  the 
authorized  level  of  $1.3  billion. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  as  the  percent  of  Federal  operating  aid  has  declined 
from  17  percent  in  1980  to  just  6  percent  of  overall  revenue  in  1992,  State  funding 
for  transit  operations  has  risen  steadily  from  40  percent  in  1980  to  almost  52  per- 
cent of  revenue  in  1992.  Now  States,  reeling  from  a  multitude  of  fiscal  pressures, 
provide  almost  90  percent  of  all  transit  operating  assistance.  They  cannot  and 
should  not  be  asked  to  bear  an  even  greater  burden. 

Also,  under  present  estimates,  we  expect  transit  layoffs  and  job  losses  to  range 
from  10,000  to  15,000.  This  number  could  rise  significantly  if  service  cut-backs 
interfere  with  established  commuting  patterns  and  workers'  abilities  to  reach  exist- 
ing employment  destinations. 

The  need  is  clear  and  the  consequences  of  failing  to  provide  sufficient  funding  are 
ominous. 

We  recognize  that  in  recent  years  efforts  to  maintain  or  secure  increases  in  Fed- 
eral operating  assistance  have  had  to  overcome  pressures  to  limit  those  funding  lev- 
els in  the  face  of  the  increasing  Federal  deficit,  the  fast  pay-out  schedule  for  operat- 
ing assistance,  and  competition  from  the  ever-present  capital  needs  programs.  To  re- 
spond to  these  concerns  and  to  enable  transit  to  meet  its  enhanced  ADA,  environ- 
mental and  safety  obligations,  we  have  proposed  the  creation  of  a  "Transit  Safety, 
Service  and  Standards  Fund"  for  the  specific  purpose  of  making  Federal  operating 
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assistance  available  to  help  offset  the  new  costs  faced  by  transit  grant  recipients 
from  these  new  Federal  mandates. 

The  "Safety"  aspect  of  this  provision  is  designed  to  specifically  address  the  new 
drug  and  alcohol  testing  requirements.  The  "Service"  component  would  be  used  to 
support  the  operational  expenses  required  to  implement  the  new  ADA  service  man- 
dates and  the  "standards"  portion  would  be  used  to  address  the  operational  needs 
for  installing  and  maintaining  the  equipment  required  to  meet  the  new  standards 
imposed  by  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

We  believe  designating  a  portion  of  the  current  or  increased  operating  assistance 
in  this  fashion  would  create  a  stronger  political  and  substantive  basis  for  providing 
the  necessary  funding  levels  to  ensure  that  our  transit  systems  continue  to  perform 
as  we  expect.  Attached  hereto  is  a  Policy  Brief  which  discusses  this  proposal  in  de- 
tail. We  are  ready,  of  course,  to  work  with  this  Committee  and  the  Congress  to  help 
shape  this  approach  to  place  operating  assistance  on  a  firmer  footing  with  a  clearly 
defined  purpose  and  impact. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  ATU  has  always  been  prepared  to  do  its^  part  and  we  have 
approached  our  annual  round  of  contract  negotiations  mindful  of  the  economic  pres- 
sures facing  our  Nation's  communities.  At  the  same  time,  of  course,  we  remain 
steadfast  in  our  commitment  to  the  well-being  of  our  members  who  bear  the  enor- 
mous responsibility  of  transporting  our  family  and  friends  to  work,  to  shop  and  to 
visit  their  neighbors.  Indeed,  wage  increases  which  over  the  last  3  years  averaged 
just  under  3  percent  annually  have  barely  served  to  keep  our  members  standard  of 
living  in  line  with  cost  of  living  increases  and  the  increasing  costs  of  health  care, 
which  our  transit  systems  help  make  available  to  millions  of  Americans. 

My  final  message  is  simple  and  direct.  It  makes  no  sense  to  have  buses  that  can- 
not run,  systems  that  need  repair,  and  service  needs  that  go  unmet  because  of  a 
lack  of  operating  dollars.  Yes,  we  must  continue  our  capital  investments,  but  if  tran- 
sit is  to  nilfill  its  promise  to  bring  renewed  economic  growth  to  our  cities,  link  sub- 
urban and  rural  areas,  and  ensure  that  we  meet  our  environmental  and  mobility 
needs,  sufficient  funding  is  needed  now.  I  am  afraid  that  what  we  may  lose  today 
cannot  be  recaptured  tomorrow. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  again  emphasize  our  willingness  to  work  with 
you,  this  Committee  and  the  Congress  to  ensure  that  our  Nation's  mass  transit  pro- 
grams are  maintained  at  the  highest  and  safest  standards. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  here  and  would  be  pleased  to  an- 
swer any  questions. 
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CITY  BY  CITY  IMPACTS  OF 

TWENTY-FIVE  PERCENT  TRANSIT  OPERATEVG 

ASSISTANCE  CUTS 


Amalgamated  Transit  Union 

Contact:    Robert  A.  Molofsky 

Legislative  Director 

Telephone:   202-537-164.5 
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Aftershock! 

Likely  consequences  of  a  25  percent  cut 
in  federal  operating  grants  to  local  transit  systems 

This  is  a  summary  of  the  results  of  a  survey  of  U.S.  public  transit 
systems  on  the  likely  effects  of  a  25%  cut  In  federal  operating  grants. 

-  Major  Findings  - 

o  Nearly  nine  in  ten  (88  percent)  Indicated  that  they  would  be  forced  to  either;  (l) 
increase  fares;  (2)  reduce  service;  and\or  (3)  lay-off  employees  in  order  to  make  up 
for  the  funding  shortfalls  that  an  operating  cut  would  entail. 

Fire  Increases 

o  Seven  in  ten  indicated  that  they  would  be  forced  to  increase  fares. 

o  On  average  the  respondents  would  increase  fares  by  as  much  as  23  percent. 

For  example,  in  the  event  that  the  Administration's  proposal  was  enacted,  a  SI. 00 
fare  could  jump  to  about  $1.25. 

o  For  many  smaller  systems  fares  could  jump  by  30  to  40  percent  This  is  because 
federal  aid  accounts  for  a  large  share  of  their  operating  income. 

Service  Reductions 

o  83  percent  indicated  the  proposed  cut  in  operating  assistance  would  force  them  to 
reduce  service  to  passengers.  Cutbacks  would  be  particularly  devastating  in  smaller 
cities.  On  average  the  transit  systems  indicated  that  they  would  reduce  service  by  17 
percent 

Lay-off! 

o  Three  quarters  of  the  systems  that  responded  (76  percent)  indicuted  that  they  would 
be  forced  to  lay  off  employees.  The  survey  results  show  that  layoffs  could  average 
15  percent 

State  and  Local  Assistance 

o  Almost  all  reapondenu  (90  percent)  indicated  that  they  would  not  be  able  to  make 

up  for  a  loss  of  federal  operating  grants  with  addittonal  state  and/or  local  funds. 

Capital  and  Maintenance  Deferrals 

o  Three  quarters  (66  percent)  would  be  forced  to  defer  maintenance  and  the  purciia>c 

of  new  vehicles.   This  would  be  especially  problematic  for  smaller  systems 

Note:  Findings  based  on  responses  by  120  transit  systems 
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POLICY  BRIEF 


n  no.  i 


April  20.  !993 


Transit  Safety,  Service  and  Standards  Fund 


REEXAMINE  FEDERAL  TRANSIT  POLICY 
The  growing  demands  placed  on  local 
transit  operators  —  from  mandated  drug  and 
alcohol  testing  to  requirements  imposed  by  the 
Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  and  the 
Clean  Air  Act  —  are  making  it  apparent  that 
current  policy  on  federal  operating  assistance 
must  be  reexamined  with  an  eye  toward  fund- 
ing unfunded  mandates  imposed  on  the  indus- 
try. 


£~  Current  go vernmen  t policy 
^:frrequlrfhg^statcana'Focar~: 
'S^govemrnents'toxon^uallYi, 
^^^dbmorewltniesttzr+T 


.^&*k~.* 

dearly,  since  these  newly  Imposed  costs 
have  not  been  offset  by  increases  in  federal 
opera  dng  assistance,  current  government  policy 
is  requiring  state  and  local  governments  to 
continually  do  mart  with  less.  This  policy  must 
be  changed  if  America  is  to  accomplish  the 
ambitious  transportation  Infrastructure  goals 
set  out  by  the  CSnton  Administration. 

To  address  this  growing  industry  concern, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  target  increases  in  fede  ra  I 
operating  assistance  for  FY94  to  fund  the  ex- 
traordinary operational  expenses  imposed  on 
state  and  local  governments  and  all  federal 
transit  grant  recipients.  In  each  case,  the  new 
obligations  require  federal  transit  grant  recipi- 
ents to  devote  a  substantial  amount  of  addi- 
tional operating  revenues  to  ensure  full  compli- 
ance. And  since  operating  assistance  levels 
remain  well  below  authorized  levels  In  the 


Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency 
Act  of  1991  (1STEA),  these  requirements  will 
have  to  be  met  at  the  expense  of  service  en- 
hancements and  expansion  programs. 

In  the  short-term,  operating  assistance 
should  be  Increased  above  the  current  S302 
million  to  help  fulfill  the  new  federally  imposed 
mandates.  Increases  in  federal  funds  should  be 
implemented  within  the  authorized  limits  of 
the  ISTEA  legislation  and  dedicated  largely  to 
meeting  the  costs  imposed  by  the  new  require- 
ments. This  view  is  shared  by  employees  and 
the  industry,  as  well  as  a  wide  array  of  constitu- 
ent groups  concerned  about  the  future  of  public 
transit  services. 

TRANSIT  SAFETY,  SERVICE  AND 
STANDARDS  FUND 

We  are  recommending  the  creation  of  the 
"Transit  Safety,  Service  and  Standards  Fund" 
for  the  specific  purpose  of  making  federal 
assistance  available  to  help  offset  the  new  costs 
faced  by  all  transit  grant  recipients.  The  appro- 
priated increase  between  the  $802  million  and 
the  authorized  ceiling  of  $1.1  billion,  however, 
would  be  reserved  largely  to  fulfill  the  require- 
ments imposed  by  drug  and  alcohol  testing,  as 
well  as  ADA  and  dean  air  standards. 

The  "Safety"  aspect  of  this  grant  is  de- 
signed to  specifically  address  the  new  drug  and 
alcohol  testing  requirements  which  as  ampli- 
fied below  will  impose  costs  conservatively 
estimated  at  between  $20-25  million  per  year. 

The  "Service"  aspect  of  the  program  would 
be  used  to  support  the  operational  expenses 
required  to  implement  the  new  ADA  se.-v.ce 
requirements.  Annual  estimates  by  the  Amen- 
can  Public  Transit  Association  (APTA)  and 
other  industry  sources  place  AD  A-re!ated  ccsts 
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at  well  over  $200  million  annually.  New  Jersey 
Transit,  for  example,  has  estimated  its  costs  in 
this  area  to  exceed  $20  million  per  year. 

Finally,  the  "Standards*  portions  will  ad- 
dress the  operational  needs  for  installing  and 
maintaining  the  equipment  required  to  meet 
the  new  standards  imposed  by  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  These  costs  have  been  estimated  and 
documented  in  excess  of  $100  million  per  year. 

Using  industry  projections,  the  combined 
annual  expenses  under  these  programs  will 
exceed  the  $230  million  differential  between  the 
appropriated  amount  and  that  permitted  under 
the  ISTEA  legislation. 

BACKGROUND 
Historically,  since  1981  federal  transit  in- 
vestment has  been  well  below  authorized  lev- 
els. Operating  assistance  in  particular  has  fallen 
during  this  period  from  a  peak  of  over  $1  billion 
annually  to  just  $802  million  in  FY93.  In  fact, 
operating  assistance  has  remained  stagnant  at 
that  level  since  at  least  1986  despite  authoriza- 
tions permitting  increases  in  excess  of  $1.1 
bOiait. 


tjeY^deraTmandatesh'ave^ 
^oface^TSrsfgmffcantfederaf- 
fBurdenv^ash^Mr&tate'and 
^ocargovemment^and  federal 
^^translfgrantftclple'nts. 

Over  this  time,  the  operating  costs  re- 
quired for  the  maintenance  of  existing  service 
as  well  as  meeting  enhanced  service  needs  and 
the  new  federal  mandates  have  placed  a  sigrufi- 
cant  financial  burden  on  cash-inert  state  and 
local  governments  and  federal  transit  grant 
recipients.  This  strain  has  increased  dramao- 
caily  since  1990  with  the  enactment  of  the  dean 
Air  Act  amendments,  the  new  ADA  require- 
ments and  the  drug  and  alcohol  testing  pro- 
grams which  will  be  finalized  later  this  year. 

In  1981,  federal  assistance  was  15  percent 
of  all  transit  operating  revenue;  by  1990  the 


federal  share  had  dropped  to  under  five  per- 
cent. Federal  operating  assistance  appropn- 
ated  for  urbanized  areas  declined  by  56  percent 
in  constant  dollars  between  1980  and  1992.  In 
contrast,  between  1980  and  1990,  fares  in- 
creased by  32  percent  in  constant  dollars  and 
state  and  local  operating  aid  increased  bv  69 
percent  In  real  terms. 

Put  efforts  to  secure  increases  in  federal 
operating  assistance  have  failed  to  overcome 
pressures  raised  within  the  Appropriations 
and  other  committees  to  contain  those  funding 
levels  in  the  face  of  the  increasing  federal 
deficit,  the  fast  payout  schedule  for  operating 
assistance,  and  competition  from  the  ever 
present  capital  needs  programs.  Now,  how- 
ever, given  the  new  federal  obligations  placed 
on  transit  grant  recipients  there  is  an  absolute 
need  to  provide  for  an  increase  in  funding. 

TRANSIT  SAFETY 
DRUG  AND  AiCOHOl  TESTING 

Drug  and  alcohol  testing  regulations  is- 
sued on  December  14, 1992.  are  expected- to  be 
finalized  later  thus  year.  These  regulations  wul 
require  all  federal  transit  grant  recipients  to 
perform  a  comprehensive  range  of  mandatory 
drug  and  alcohol  testing  upon  covered  employ- 
ees including  random,  reasonable  suspicion, 
post-accident,  retum-to-wodc  and  follow-up 
testing.  The  requirements  are  expected  to  in- 
clude mandatory  random  testing  components 
which  may  approach  SO  percent  of  the  work 
force  on  an  annual  basis. 

Other  requirements  in  the  regulations  com- 
mand every  transit  grant  recipient  to  contract 
for  the  services  of  a  substance  abuse  profes- 
sional, medkal  review  officer  and  to  otherwise 
purchase  the  necessary  drug  and  alcohol  test- 
ing equipment  to  perform  the  tests.  In  addi- 
tion, the  responsibilities  for  education,  training 
and  rehabilitation  for  employees  testing  posi- 
tive w\il  contribute  to  operaoonai  costs  as  this 
program  is  implemented. 

Conservative  estimates  indicate  that  the 
cost  of  this  new  program  will  range  from  $10- 
23  million.  This  figure  is  based  on  the  universe 
of  some  200,000  affected  employees.  Subject--? 
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up  to  50  percent  of  these  employees  to  both 
random  drug  and  alcohol  testing,  at  a  mini- 
mum of  once  a  year,  would  cost  at  least  $15 
million  annually. 

In  this  regard,  various  estimates  indicate 
that  the  combined  alcohol  and  drug  tests  are 
expected  to  cost  between  $100  and  $150  for  each 
series  of  tests.  This  base  cost  combined  with  the 
additional  expenses  involving  personnel  edu- 
cation, training  and  rehabilitation  programs 
will  easily  bring  the  annual  figure  to  $25  mil- 
lion. The  goals  and  objectives  of  this  program 
will  therefore  be  difficult  to  fulfill  unless  the 
necessary  resources  are  provided. 

-Conservative  estimates  indicate 
m  that  the  cost  of  this  new 
program  will  range  from 
ZS2Q-2S  million. 


TRANSIT  SERVICE 
ADA  ACT  REQUIREMENTS 

With  the  enactment  of  the  ADA  in  1990, 
Congress  sought  to  make  all  public  facilities, 
including  mass  transit  services,  accessible  to 
disabled  and  elderly  Americans,  many  of  whom 
otherwise  have  no  legitimate  means  of  trans- 
portation. This  landmark  legislation  was  a  pub- 
lic policy  decision  recognizing  the  dire  needs  of 
the  disabled  and  elderly.  But  with  this  recogni- 
tion came  a  new  unfunded  federal  mandate, 
the  cost  of  which  is  to  be  bom  by  public 
transportation  providers  nationwide  unless  the 
Transit  Safety,  Service  and  Standards  Fund  is 
created. 

The  mandatory  lift  equipment  and 
paratransit  service  requirements  included  in 
the  ADA  will  not  only  require  the  purchase  of 
new  capital  equipment,  but  the  use  of  addi- 
tional drivers  and  maintenance  employees  to 
ensure  that  the  expected  service  operations  for 
the  disabled  are  provided.  The  figures  com- 
piled by  APTA  indicate  that  these  operational 
expenses  will  be  in  excess  of  $200  million  per 
year. 


The  industry  has  further  noted  a  growing 
trend  among  health  and  human  service  agen- 
cies discontinuing  their  transportation  services 
for  their  clients  and  essentially  "dumping'* 
them  on  the  local  public  transit  system  that  is 
required  to  provide  service  under  the  ADA. 
This  practice,  too,  adds  a  tremendous  financal 
burden  on  systems  already  facing  challenging 
financial  struggles. 

TRANSIT  STANDARDS 
CLEAN  AJR  ACT  REQUIREMENTS 
The  unfunded  Gean  Air  Act  mandates 
now  in  place  compel  every  federal  transit  grant 
recipient  to  purchase  the  necessary  vehicles 
and  other  equipment  to  reduce  bus  emissions 
and  enable  the  transit  authority  to  otherwise 
comply  with  the  Acf  s  requirements.  The  an- 
nual costs  to  install  exhaust  cleaners  and  up- 
grade fuel  standards  is  $110  million  .Additional 
diesel  fuel  costs  alone  are  estimated  to  be 
almost  $57  million  annually. 

FINAL  OBSERVATIONS 

Transit  advocates  have  presented  signifi- 
cant testimony  before  both  the  House  and 
Senate  Appropriations  Committees  justifying 
the  need  to  fully  fund  the  mass  transit  compo- 
nent of  the  ISTEA.  It  is  beyond  question  that 
both  the  capital  and  operating  needs  of  tht 
industry  cannot  be  met  unless  funding  reaches 
that  leveL 

As  the  Congress  and  the  Administration 
focus  on  these  issues,  we  believe  that  a  compel- 
ling case  exists  to  justify  that  the  increases 
agreed  upon  for  the  Section  9  Program  include 
a  targeted  increase  in  operating  assistance  to 
meet  the  new  Transit  Safety,  Service  and  Stan- 
dards requirements. 

Transportation  labor  looks  forward  to  wo  rk- 
ing  with  the  Appropriations  Committees  and 
the  Department  of  Transportation  to  discuss 
ways  in  which  this  funding  increase  can  be 
achieved  as  part  of  a  balanced  Section  9  pro- 
gram. 

For  mart  information  contact  tht  Tnnscar-.i- 
tion  Trade  Department.  400  North iQtvuoi '.Sn-jtt. 
N.  W..  Siutt  861.  Washington.  D.  C.  20001.  (.02) 
625-9262. 
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«|(CVS(U     PAMATQ     nrw   lO'i 
•*«'i    GftAMM     ((i*5 
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STCVCN  •   HAWUS.  JTAff  O'WCTO*  ANO  C^Ef  CCXJNSf L 
KOWAMO  A.  utwu.  MfnjtUCAM  STA/F  OUttCTO* 


President  Bill  Clinton 
The  White  House 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President: 


■Hm'tcfl  States  Senate 

COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING.  HOUSING.  ANO 
URBAN  AFFAIRS 

WASHINGTON.  DC  20510-6075 

December  10,  1993 


As  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Housing  and  Urban  Affairs,  I 
am  writing  to  urge  you  to  provide  the  maximum  possible  resources  for  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  in  the  1995  Budget.   Our 
nation's  housing  and  community  development  programs  desperately  require  more 
funding  and  now  is  a  crucial  time  to  make'this  investment. 

The  acute  social  problems  in  too  many  of  this  country's  communities  are 
exacerbated  by  the  condition  of  the  housing  stock.  The  distressed  public  housing 
project  at  a  community's  edge  or  the  vacant  single-family  house  in  the  middle  of 
the  block  erode  surrounding  property  values  and  accelerate  flight  from  the 
neighborhood.   Poorly  maintained  properties  often  serve  as  breeding  grounds  for 
social  pathologies.  The  success  of  your  goals  of  increasing  self-sufficiency  through 
welfare  reform  and  community  service,  reducing  crime  through  community 
policing,  and  revitalizing  cities  through  new  lending  initiatives  and  empowerment 
zones  will  also  hinge  upon  our  ability  to  stabilize  neighborhoods  through  HUD's 
programs. 

Decent  and  affordable  housing  is  one  of  our  nation's  greatest  unmet  needs. 
Millions  of  Americans  pay  more  than  half  of  their  incomes  for  rent  and  utilities  in 
often  substandard  housing.   More  than  600,000  individuals  are  homeless  on  any 
given  night;  many  poor  homeowners  live  in  substandard  houses;  and  working 
families  generally  find  it  difficult  to  meet  the  burdens  of  high  housing  costs. 

It  is  not  coincidental  that  these  problems  worsened  during  the  1980's. 
HUD's  resources  have  declined  by  26  percent  in  real  terms  from  1980  to  1992. 
Moreover,  HUD  has  been  forced  to  devote  an  increasing  share  of  its  resources  to 
maintaining  existing  projects,  rather  than  addressing  outstanding  needs. 

The  silver  lining  to  the  dark  clouds  of  the  1980's  is  that  -  despite  the 
intransigence  of  the  two  previous  Administrations  -  some  very  positive  changes 
have  occurred  in  housing  policy.   In  the  Congress,  we  were  able  to  resist  the  more 
harmful  policy  proposals  of  previous  Administrations  and  enact  several  pieces  of 
landmark  legislation.    Most  notable  of  these  were  the  McKinney  Homeless 
Assistance  Act  of  1987,  the  National  Affordable  Housing  Act  of  1990,  and  the 
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Housing  and  Community  Development  Act  of  1992.   With  enactment  and 
implementation  of  these  three  pieces  of  legislation,  HUD  has  the  statutory 
framework  through  which  to  address  housing  needs. 

Another  important  development  in  housing  over  the  1980's  is  the  growth  of 
new  housing  providers.   Many  state  and  local  governments  have  developed 
housing  programs  of  their  own.   Outside  the  government  sector,  the  number  of 
nonprofit  entities  engaged  in  housing  has  grown  significantly.   The  capacity  of  the 
system  has  been  growing;  many  of  the  housing  programs  are  structured  to  use  the 
federal  dollars  to  bring  forth  other  public  and  private  resources.   What  is  needed 
are  adequate  resources. 

The  case  for  acting  now  is  compelling.   First  and  foremost  are  the  desperate 
needs  of  many  of  our  nation's  communities.   We  cannot  allow  the  downward  spiral 
in  our  cities  to  continue.   Second,  the  economic  benefits  from  an  increased 
commitment  to  community  development  are  substantial.   The  rehabilitation  and 
construction  industries  create  good  jobs  for  both  skilled  and  unskilled  workers. 
Third,  the  low  interest  rate  environment  makes  this  a  good  time  to  acquire 
properties  or  subsidize  units  at  inexpensive  prices.   Fourth,  the  existing  housing 
stock  -  public  housing  and  HUD-assisted  housing  —  is  aging  and  deteriorating. 
This  stock  needs  to  be  upgraded  cr  it  will  be  lost  altogether  and  thereby 
exacerbate  the  housing  problems. 

Finally,  and  most  importantly,  the  team  you  have  put  in  place  at  HUD  is 
very  impressive.   Secretary  Cisneros  is  providing  outstanding  leadership  and  has 
markedly  enhanced  HUD's  role  as  a  partner  with  state  and  local  governments  and 
the  private  sector  —  both  nonprofit  and  for  profit  -  in  the  housing  field.   HUD  is 
on  the  move,  but  it  must  have  the  resources  to  do  the  job.   I  believe  a  budget 
commitment  to  HUD's  programs  will  be  translated  into  real  accomplishments  at 
the  neighborhood  level  and  I  urge  you  to  provide  the  maximum  possible  support. 


Sincerely, 


f — \fOL4s<X  S&urJljkMjU — 


Paul  S.  Sarbanes 
U.S.  Senate 
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THE   WHITE   HOUSE     >""'   !         -  ••    -    . 

■-mi  <::/,5 
washington 


January  5,  1994 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  letter  urging  the 
maximum  possible  resources  in  the  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  for  our  nation's  housing  and  community 
development  programs. 

I  support  and  commend  your  determined  efforts 
to  improve  urban  areas  and  fulfill  the  national 
housing  goals  of  a  "decent  home  and  suitable  living 
environment  for  every  American  family."   I  also 
appreciate  knowing  of  your  keen  interest  in  the 
1995  budget  for  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  (HUD) . 

As  you  know,  the  extremely  tight  budget  caps 
enacted  this  year  as  part  of  the  Reconciliation 
bill  are  forcing  an  exhaustive  review  of  HUD's 
programs  and  the  programs  of  all  federal  agencies. 
To  meet  these  caps  and  fund  critical  new 
investments,  we  must  make  cuts  or  significant 
reforms  in  specific  current  programs.   We  are 
exploring  a  wide  array  of  reform  options  to 
minimize  any  adverse  impacts  on  poor  and 
economically  distressed  communities.   Let  me  assure 
you  that  Secretary  Cisneros  and  I  are  doing  all 
that  we  can  to  support  housing  and  community 
development  within  this  budget  and  in  the  context 
of  the  goals  the  Secretary  has  laid  out  for  HUD. 

In  addition  to  funding  specific  programs,  we 
must  continue  to  seek  ways  in  which  to  better 
manage  our  federal  resources  and  deliver  programs 
more  effectively  and  efficiently.   I  appreciate  the 
assistance  you  have  provided  in  moving  on  HUD's 
1993  legislative  proposals,  particularly  the 
critical  reforms  for  improving  HUD's  management  and 
the  disposition  of  its  multi-family  property 
inventory. 
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I  thank  you  again  for  the  benefit  of  your 
insights  into  the  needs  of  our  nation's  housing  and 
community  development  programs.   I  look  forward  to 
continuing  to  work  with  you  on  these  vitally 
important  issues. 

Sincerely, 


"/Sua 


The   Honorable   Paul   S.    Sarbanes 

Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Housing 

and  Urban  Affairs 
Committee  on  Banking,  Housing 

and  Urban  Affairs 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  D.C.  20510 
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<Hnitd  States  Senate 

COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING.  HOUSING.  AND 
URBAN  AFFAIRS 

WASHINGTON.  DC  20510-6075 


December  20,  1993 
Gordon  Linton,  Administrator 
Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Transit  Administration 
400  7th  Street,  S.W.,  Room  9316 
Washington,  D.C.   20590 

Dear  Mr.  Linton: 

I  am  writing  to  support  the  policy  changes  reflected  in  the  "Notice  of 
Proposed  Recision"  (Notice)  issued  by  your  agency  on  11/19/93.  The  FTA  has 
properly  removed  itself  from  what  should  be  a  local  decision  free  from  federal 
controls  and  mandates. 

The  new  direction  set  forth  in  the  Notice  corrects  the  policy  of  the  previous 
Aclministration's  of  privatization  at  any  cost,  and  reflects  a  more  rational 
emphasis  on  local  decision  making  and  flexibility  as  set  forth  in  ISTEA.  The  new 
policy  wisely  reduces  burdensome  paperwork  and  other  requirements,  while 
sustaining  the  option  for  private  enterprise  participation  if  it  is  in  accordance  with 
community  needs  and  plans. 

The  Act  and  prior  congressional  directives  have  emphasized  that  the  criteria 
and  policies  for  choosing  among  public  and  private  providers  should  be  left  to  local 
transit  agencies  and  community  officials  and  that  the  proper  role  for  the  federal 
government  should  be  one  of  neutrality.  The  Notice  clearly  embraces  these  goals. 

Let  me  again  express  my  strong  support  for  the  new  direction  announced  in 
the  Notice.   I  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  closely  with  the  FTA  to 
strengthen  our  commitment  to  transit  service  in  the  Nation. 

Sincerely, 


Paul  S.  Sarbanes 
Chairman 
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